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COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT BLOCK GRANT 

DIASTER RECOVERY PROGRAM (CDBG-DR) 

ACTION PLAN AMENDMENT #5 

Non-Substantial 
 

HUD Submission Date: October 18, 2019 
 

tǊƻǾƛŘŜŘ ƘŜǊŜ ƛǎ ŀ ǎǳƳƳŀǊȅ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ŎƘŀƴƎŜǎ ǘƻ wƛŎƘƭŀƴŘ /ƻǳƴǘȅΩǎ /5.D-DR Action Plan. The fifth set of changes 
provided in this amendment relate to the Federal Register Notice 5938-N-01. 

Pursuant to the Management and Oversight of Funds identified in the Federal Register Notice of June 9, 2016, 
Richland County has submitted a projection of expenditures and an outcomes plan. 
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Summary Revisions 

Page 

Number 

Section Revision 

TOC TOC Updated Table of Contents to reflect elimination of SRRP 

Pg. 69 5.4 Added external independent auditor language. 

Pg. 71 5.5.1 Added language regarding independent auditing services evaluation criteria. 

Pg. 72 5.5.1 
Language on procurement of independent auditing services. Remove 
independent auditing schedule for SFHRP. 

Pg. 73 5.5.1 Added language regarding auditing services. 

Pg. 78 5.8 
Clarified language in table to include references to both internal and external 
auditors. 

Pg. 80 5.9 Added external independent auditing service provider to hiring positions. 
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RICHLAND COUNTY 

COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT BLOCK GRANT 

DIASTER RECOVERY PROGRAM (CDBG-DR) 

ACTION PLAN AMENDMENT #4 

Substantial 
 

HUD Submission Date: June 7, 2019 
 

Provided here is a summary of the changes to wƛŎƘƭŀƴŘ /ƻǳƴǘȅΩǎ /5.D-DR Action Plan. The fourth set of changes 
provided in this amendment relate to the Federal Register Notice 5938-N-01. 

Pursuant to the Management and Oversight of Funds identified in the Federal Register Notice of June 9, 2016, 
Richland County has submitted a projection of expenditures and an outcomes plan. 

The following information describes the funding transfers between approved recovery activities contained in the 

Action Plan and activities proposed in Action Plan Amendment # 4.  The public review period extended from 

May 22 to June 6.  No comments were received during this period. 

 

ACTION PLAN AMENDMENT NUMBER 4 REALLOCATION OF FUNDS 

APPROVED ACTION PLAN 

PROGRAM 

TOTAL 

BUDGET 

ALLOCATION 

INITIAL 

BUDGET 

ALLOCATION 

2ND 

BUDGET 

ALLOCATION  

3RD 

BUDGET 

ALLOCATION 

(PROPOSED) 

TOTAL 

NUMBER 

OF 

IMPACTED 

PROPERTIES 

Administration (5%) 
$1,537,700 $1,175,000 $362,700 0  

Planning (15%) 
3,500,000 3,500,000 0 0  

Single Family Owner Occupied 
Program 

12,862,704 7,620,750 3,996,954 1,245,000 140 

HMGP Match ς Homeowner  

Buyout Program 
2,435,000 1,680,000 0 755,000 66 

Small Rental Repair Program 
0 2,000,000 0 (2,000,000) 0 

Mobile Home Replacement 
Units 

5,434,596 2,540,250 2,894,346 0 
60 

Infrastructure 
3,000,000 3,000,000 0 0 2 

Small Business Assistance 
Program (BAP) and HMGP 
Match ς Commercial Buyout 

2,000,000 2,000,000 0 0 29 

      

Total $30,770,000.00 $23,516,000.00 $7,254,000.00 0 297 
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Summary Revisions 

Page 

Number 

Section Revision 

TOC TOC Updated Table of Contents to reflect elimination of SRRP 

Pg. 6 2 Deleted redundant language 

Pg. 33 3.2 Included language describing why the SRRP was eliminated. 

Pg. 35-36 3.2 Updated tables 

Pg. 37 3.2 Modified chart titles 

Pg. 39 3.4.1 
Added language including MHU replacement with stick built construction 
option 

Pg. 39 3.4.1 
Included language referencing the installation of carbon monoxide detectors in 
addition to smoke detectors. 

Pg. 40 3.4.1 
Changed the SFHRP total project funding from $17,052,300 to $18,297,300 
with addition of funds from cancelled SRRP 

Pg. 40 3.4.1 
Added language clarifying that ADA improvements will be added upon 
homeowner agreement/approval 

Pg. 40 3.4.1 
Added language allowing MHU replacement to occur on another piece of 
property owned by the applicant.   

Pg. 41-42 3.4.1 Clarified prioritization to increase the efficiency of the program 

Pg. 42 3.4.1 
Updated funding cap by residential recovery type, relocation assistance, 
expenditure date 

Pg. 42 3.4.1 
Updated department providing direct oversight and number of homes from 
145 to 140 

Pg. 42-45 3.4.2 

Eliminated Small Rental Rehabilitation Program (transferred $755,000 to 
HMGP Residential Buyout Match for URA needs and $1,245,000 to the Single 
Family Housing Rehabilitation Program) 

Pg. 46-47 3.4.3 
Revised funding amount to $2,435,000 with addition of $755,000 from 
elimination of SRRP and number of homes from 63 to 66 

Pg. 47 3.4.3 Updated completion date. 

Pg. 52 3.6.1 Removed child and spousal support requirement 

Pg. 53 3.6.1 Updated Grant Size Limits and proposed programmatic start and end dates 

Pg. 55 3.6.2 Updated completion date. 

Pg. 59 4.3.6 Updated appeals process 

Pg. 73 5.3 Changed RCCD to RCCPD in regards to DOB verification 

Pg. 76-77 5.5.1 Updated internal monitoring process. 

Pg. 79 5.6 Updated QPR public notification language 

Pg. 84 5.9 Removed Administrative Assistant position. 

Pg. 123-127 Appendix B Updated tables 
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COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT BLOCK GRANT 

DIASTER RECOVERY PROGRAM (CDBG-DR) 

ACTION PLAN AMENDMENT #3 

Non-Substantial 
 

HUD Submission Date: October 24, 2018 
 

tǊƻǾƛŘŜŘ ƘŜǊŜ ƛǎ ŀ ǎǳƳƳŀǊȅ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ŎƘŀƴƎŜǎ ǘƻ wƛŎƘƭŀƴŘ /ƻǳƴǘȅΩǎ /5.D-DR Action Plan. The third set of changes 
provided in this amendment relate to the Federal Register Notice 5938-N-01. 

Pursuant to the Management and Oversight of Funds identified in the Federal Register Notice of June 9, 2016, 
Richland County has submitted a projection of expenditures and an outcomes plan. 
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Summary of Amendment Items 

Summary Revisions 

Page 

Number 
Section Revision 

Page 44 3.4.2 Remove reference to 25% match 

Page 45 3.4.2 Add a sunset clause after a 6 month review of program activity. 

Page 46 3.4.3 Grammatical correction and removal of ownership at time of storm 
requirement. 

Page 54 3.6.2 Removal of ownership at time of storm requirement. 
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RICHLAND COUNTY 

COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT BLOCK GRANT 

DIASTER RECOVERY PROGRAM (CDBG-DR) 

ACTION PLAN AMENDMENT #2 

Non-Substantial 
 

HUD Submission Date: March 16, 2018 
 

Provided here is a ǎǳƳƳŀǊȅ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ŎƘŀƴƎŜǎ ǘƻ wƛŎƘƭŀƴŘ /ƻǳƴǘȅΩǎ /5.D-DR Action Plan. The second set of changes 
provided in this amendment relate to the Federal Register Notice 5938-N-01. 

Pursuant to the Management and Oversight of Funds identified in the Federal Register Notice of June 9, 2016, 
Richland County has submitted a projection of expenditures and an outcomes plan. 
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Summary of Amendment Items 

Summary Revisions 

Page 

Number 
Section Revision 

Page 39 3.2 Table 11 updated to match expenditure projections. 

Page 43 3.4 Removal of Housing Program Expenditure Schedule. 

Page 47 3.4.1 Proposed start/end date updated to match expenditure projections. 

Page 50 3.4.2 Proposed start/end date updated to match expenditure projections. 

Page 52 3.4.3 Proposed start/end date updated to match expenditure projections. 

Page 53 3.5 Removal of Public Infrastructure Expenditure Schedule. 

Page 55 3.5.1 Proposed start/end date updated to match expenditure projections. 

Page 56 3.5.2 Proposed start/end date updated to match expenditure projections. 

Page 57 3.6 Removal of Economic Development Expenditure Schedule. 

Page 59 3.6.1 Proposed start/end date updated to match expenditure projections. 

Page 61 3.6.2 Proposed start/end date updated to match expenditure projections. 

Page 78 5.4 Revision of Timely Expenditures to reflect attached projection tables. 
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RICHLAND COUNTY  
COMMUNITYDEVELOPMENT BLOCK GRANT  
DIASTER RECOVERY PROGRAM (CDBG-DR) 

ACTION PLAN AMENDMENT #1 

 
HUD Submission Date: November 3, 2016 

 

Provided here is a ǎǳƳƳŀǊȅ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ŎƘŀƴƎŜǎ ǘƻ wƛŎƘƭŀƴŘ /ƻǳƴǘȅΩǎ /5.D -DR Action Plan. The first set of changes 
provided in this amendment relate to the second funding allocation of $7,254,000 which was provided to address 
impacts from the October 2015 storm events. 

Pursuant to the Grant Amendment Process identified in the Federal Register Notice of August 7, 2017, Richland 
/ƻǳƴǘȅ Ƙŀǎ ŎƻƴǎǳƭǘŜŘ ǿƛǘƘ ŎƛǘƛȊŜƴǎΣ ǎǘŀƪŜƘƻƭŘŜǊǎΣ ƭƻŎŀƭ ƎƻǾŜǊƴƳŜƴǘ ŀƎŜƴŎƛŜǎ ŀƴŘ ¦ƴƛǘŜŘ ²ŀȅΩǎ aƛŘƭŀƴŘ wŜŎƻǾŜǊȅ 
Group and others to determine updates to its needs assessment. All comments have been incorporated in 
preparing this Action Plan Amendment Number 1, which allocates $6,891,300 or 95% in new funding not identified 
in the approved Action Plan to the Single Family Housing Rehabilitation Program and proposes the following 
program additions and modifications. In addition 5% or $362,700 of the new allocation would be utilized to 
administer the secondary allocation. 

The following information describes the funding transfers between approved recovery activities contained in the 
Action Plan and activities proposed in Action Plan Amendment # 1 
 

ACTION PLAN AMENDMENT NUMBER 1 REALLOCATION OF FUNDS 

APPROVED ACTION PLAN PROGRAM TOTAL 

BUDGET 

ALLOCATION 

INITIAL 

BUDGET 

ALLOCATION 

2ND 

BUDGET 

ALLOCATION 

(PROPOSED) 

TOTAL 

NUMBER OF 

IMPACTED 

PROPERTIES 

Administration (5%) 
$1,537,700 $1,175,000 $362,700  

Planning (15%) 
3,500,000 3,500,000 0  

Single Family Owner Occupied Program 
11,617,704 7,620,750 3,996,954 140 

HMGP Match ς Homeowner and 

Commercial Buyout Program 
1,680,000 1,680,000 0 63 

Small Rental Repair Program 
2,000,000 2,000,000 0 28 

Mobile Home Replacement Units 
5,434,596.00 2,540,250 2,894,346 

60 

Infrastructure 
3,000,000 3,000,000 0 2 

Small Business Assistance Program (BAP) 
2,000,000 2,000,000 0 14 

     

Total $30,770,000.00 $23,516,000.00 $7,254,000.00 307 
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SUMMARY OF AMENDMENT ITEMS 

SUMMARY OF REVISIONS 

Page 

Number 
Section Revision 

Page 5-9 2 Added overview text and tables for additional funding. 
Page 18 2.6.2 Update 2016 income limits with 2017 income limits on table. 

Page 33 2.8.1 Updated Stakeholder Engagement Summary to include more details and 

record additional outreach efforts. 

Page 40 3.2 Addition of Table 12 indicating funding summary 

Page 41 3.2 Addition of Figure 5 indicating funding percentages by program 

Pages 

43-47 

 
3.4.1 

Updates to Single Family Homeowner Rehabilitation Program to include 

removal of modular homes, revisions to award amounts, addition of 2nd 

allocation of funding and update ownership eligibility 

Page 47 3.4.2 Insert verbiage clarifying stick built structures are eligible. 

Page 48 3.4.2 
Removal of 3rd bullet point from Program Description to remove 
elderly/disabled from prioritization. 

Page 49 3.4.2 
Add property owner income requirement. 

 
Page 49 

 
3.4.2 

Revision of Eligibility Requirements and Threshold Factors for the Small Rental 

Rehabilitation Program to define 120% AMI household income requirement for 

applicants. 

Page 49 3.4.2 Revision to allow existing mortgages of SRRP applicants 

Page 49 3.4.2 Removal of bullet point 4 eliminating modular homes from eligibility and.. 

Page 50 3.4.2 
Revision of 11th bullet point under Eligibility Requirements and Threshold 

Factors to eliminate 25% match and include 120% AMI household income 

requirement 

Page 50 3.4.2 Revise prioritization to eliminate elderly/disabled prioritization and include 

first come first served. 

Page 51 3.4.2 Included statement granting the county the right to exceed grant award limits 
if they feel it necessary. 

Page 

51-52 

3.4.3 Change national objective from LMI household to LMI area benefit. 

Page 52 3.4.3 Remove requirement that property must be principle place of residence. 

Page 59 3.6.1 Change reference to SFHRP to BAP. 

Page 61 3.6.2 Revise CDBG Eligibility and National Objective from LMI household income 

eligibility to LMI area benefit. 

Page 83 5.5.1 Add statement regarding monitoring for new funding allocation. 

Page 86 5.7 Remove 3rd bullet point referencing sending electronic notifications to 

applicants. 
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Page 

Number 
Section Revision 

Page 86 5.7 Revise 4th Bullet Point to include all applicants  

Page 89 5.9 Update staffing table to indicate merger of cost estimator and inspectors. 

Page 89 5.9 Remove case managers from county staff list 

Page 90 5.9 Update staffing descriptions 
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SECTION 1. INTRODUCTION 

On September 27, 2015, Hurricane Joaquin (Joaquin) developed over the 
Atlantic Ocean and strengthened into a Category 4 hurricane over the following 
several days. One of the largest storms to ever strike South Carolina, Joaquin 
brought historical rainfall and freshwater flooding throughout Richland County 
before dissipating on October 7, 2015. Unprecedented rainfall and the resulting 
1,000 year flood event created major public safety threats and wrought 
considerable damage throughout the County including the destruction of 
homes, businesses, infrastructure, public facilities, and the impairment of the 
local and regional economy. On October 5, 2015, in response to these impacts, 
the President issued a major disaster declaration under the authority of the 
Robert T. Stafford Disaster Relief and Emergency Assistance Act, 42 United 
{ǘŀǘŜǎ /ƻŘŜ ό¦Φ{Φ/Φύ рмнм Ŝǘ ǎŜǉΦ όǘƘŜ ά{ǘŀŦŦƻǊŘ !ŎǘέύΦ 

In the wake of this historical flood event, Richland County immediately began the long and arduous process of 
rebuilding. Over the weeks and months that followed, Richland County departments, with support from numerous 
organizations and volunteers, undertook a series of critical emergency response and recovery efforts. Vast 
quantities of debris were removed from roads, streams, and property throughout the County while essential 
infrastructure including roads, utilities, and municipal facilities were repaired. Concurrently, public health and 
safety issues were identified and addressed including emergency sheltering, temporary housing, medical 
attention, provision of household necessities, drinking water protection, housing repairs, and counselling among 
many others. Despite these efforts, the road to full recovery iǎ ƭƻƴƎ ŀƴŘ Ƴŀƴȅ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ǎǘƻǊƳΩǎ ƛƳǇŀŎǘǎ ǊŜƳŀƛƴ 
unaddressed throughout the County. 

In response to the magnitude of remaining recovery needs, The U.S. Department of Housing and Urban 
Development (HUD) Secretary Julián Castro announced on February 29, 2016, that $157 million in Community 
Development Block Grant Disaster Recovery (CDBG-DR) funds would be provided to South Carolina communities, 
including $23.5 million to Richland County. These resources provide a critically important opportunity to continue 
recovery efforts in Richland County, and are intended to 

άΧƘŜƭǇ ǘƻ ƳŜŜǘ ǊŜƳŀƛƴƛƴƎ ǳƴƳŜǘ ƘƻǳǎƛƴƎΣ ŜŎƻƴƻƳƛŎ ŘŜǾŜƭƻǇƳŜƴǘΣ ŀƴŘ ƛƴŦǊŀǎǘǊǳŎǘǳǊŜ ƴŜŜŘǎ ǘƘŀǘ ǊŜǎǳƭǘŜŘ ŦǊƻƳ 
ǘƘƻǳǎŀƴŘǎ ƻŦ ƘƻƳŜǎ ŀƴŘ ǎƳŀƭƭ ōǳǎƛƴŜǎǎŜǎ ōŜƛƴƎ ŘŀƳŀƎŜŘ ƻǊ ŘŜǎǘǊƻȅŜŘΦέ 

Richland County, South Carolina has prepared this Action Plan as required by HUD to guide the expenditure of 
$23,516,000 in CDBG-DR funding to assist the most impacted and distressed areas resulting from the presidentially 
declared flooding disaster of October 2015. This Action Plan assesses remaining unmet housing, infrastructure, 
and economic needs, and presents a series of programs and projects to maximize the recovery and resilience 
potential of this important resource. 

 Purpose and Authorization of the CDBG -DR Action Plan 

Section 420 of the Transportation, Housing and Urban Development, and Related Agencies Appropriations Act, 
2016 (Pub. L. 114ς 113, approved December 18, 2015) (Appropriations Act) provides up to $300 million to assist 
communities in recovering from major disaster declarations in 2015. Funding is made available through the CDBG-
DR program and is intended for necessary expenses related to disaster relief, long-term recovery, restoration of 
infrastructure and housing, and economic revitalization in the most impacted and distressed areas resulting from 

$23 million in CDBG-DR 

Funding has been awarded to 

Richland County, South 

Carolina to 

ȰȣÈÅÌÐ ÔÏ ÍÅÅÔ ÒÅÍÁÉÎÉÎÇ 

unmet housing, economic 

development, and 

infrastructure needs that 

resulted from thousands of 

homes and small businesses 

ÂÅÉÎÇ ÄÁÍÁÇÅÄ ÏÒ ÄÅÓÔÒÏÙÅÄȱ 
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a major disaster declared in 2015, pursuant to the Robert T. Stafford Disaster Relief and Emergency Assistance Act 
of 1974 (42 U.S.C. 5121 et seq.). 

Utilizing the best available data, HUD determined significant unmet recovery needs in Richland County, South 
Carolina, and has provided notice of a direct allocation of $23,516,000 in funding to address impacts related to 
Hurricane Joaquin and adjacent storm systems. The Appropriations Act requires that funds be used only for 
specific disaster-related purposes, and requires that prior to the obligation of funds a grantee shall submit a plan 
detailing the proposed use of all funds within 6 years. To comply with HUD requirements, this Action Plan 
ŘŜǎŎǊƛōŜǎ wƛŎƘƭŀƴŘ /ƻǳƴǘȅΩǎ ǎǘǊŀǘŜƎȅ ŦƻǊ ǳǘƛƭƛȊƛƴƎ ƭƛƳƛǘŜŘ /5.D-DR funds to address unmet housing, infrastructure, 
and economic development needs within the most impacted areas resulting from severe flooding and storms. 

Richland County received HUD approval for its CDBG Disaster Recovery Action Plan on November 16, 2016 (Public 
Law 114-3). The Action Plan described the allocation of $23,516,000 to programs designed to address unmet 
needs resulting from the October 2015 Storm/Flood Event, primarily focusing on rehabilitation of single family 
residences that meet low to moderate income criteria along with infrastructure and commercial business needs. 
This is the first Action Plan Amendment requested by Richland County and is in accordance with the requirements 
established by HUD in Federal Register dated August 7, 2017(Public Law 115-31), which allocated an additional 
$7,254,000 to Richland County for disaster recovery assistance. 

The Action Plan Substantial Amendment (#1) ǿƛƭƭ ōŜ ƳŀŘŜ ŀǾŀƛƭŀōƭŜ Ǿƛŀ wƛŎƘƭŀƴŘ /ƻǳƴǘȅΩǎ 5ƛǎŀǎǘŜǊ wŜŎƻǾŜǊȅ 
website (Returning Home) at http://rcgov.us/floodrecovery. Two public meetings describing program 
modifications and additions were held on October 12 and 16, 2017 at Decker Center, 2500 Decker Blvd; and 
Garners Ferry Adult Activity Center (8620 Garners Ferry Road) respectfully, both from 5:30-7:00 pm. A Public 
Notice announcing the meeting was advertised on our County website, The State Newspaper, marketed 
advertisement to the digitally disconnected and other local media outlets. Written comments on the proposed 
Action Plan Amendment will be accepted via U.S. mail; hand delivery to the Community Development Department 
or CDBG-DR Flood Recovery Office located at 2020 Hampton Street, Columbia SC and on the Returning Home 
website for 14 days from October 2, 2017 through close of business October 16, 2017. All comments will be given 
the same consideration regardless of the method of submission. 

 Planning, Coordination, and Consistency  

Richland County developed This Action Plan with the participation and support of numerous County departments 
and community and stakeholder organizations, as well as coordination with relevant federal and state entities. 
While Richland County is the primary entity responsible for management of CDBG-DR funding, these participating 
organizations were essential partners and provided information throughout the planning process and also helped 
ensure consistency with other local and regional planning efforts. The programs and activities outlined within this 
Action Plan have been designed to be consistent with key planning documents including: 

ω Richland County Comprehensive Plan 
ω Richland County CDBG Consolidated Plan 
ω Richland County Intermediate Recovery Plan 
ω Richland County Capital Improvement Plan 
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Richland County worked closely with several key groups throughout the development of this Action Plan, including 
the Richland ς Lexington County Long Term Recovery Group (LTRG), Richland County Disaster Recovery Working 
Group (Working Group), and the Blue Ribbon Advisory Committee (Advisory Committee). These groups brought a 
wealth of local knowledge and resources to the process and assisted with the assessment of unmet needs and 
development of the most effective recovery programs. These groups fostered collaboration, ensured regional 
consistency, and promoted stakeholder engagement throughout the development of this Action Plan. 
Coordination with each of these groups also allowed Richland County to establish open communication channels 
and relationships that will support implementation of recovery activities. Each group is described below. 

Richland ɀ Lexington Long Term Recovery Group  

The major local and national voluntary organizations active in disaster (VOAD) in the Midlands region have 
collaborated to form the Richland ς Lexington County LTRG. United Way was selected by the participating VOADs 
to organize and facilitate the process and to provide support staffing. The LTRG organization follows a national 
best practice in how volunteer organizations work together to coordinate their recovery activities in order to 
promote effectiveness and efficiencies, reduce duplicative services, and prevent residents with needs from 
dropping through the cracks. 

Richland County Disaster Recovery  Working Group  

The Richland County Disaster Recovery Working Group (Working Group) provided oversight and strategic 
direction throughout the preparation of this Action Plan. The Working Group consisted of representatives of the 
following County departments: 

¶ Richland County Administration 
¶ Richland County Clerk of Council 
¶ Richland County Legal Department 
¶ Richland County Emergency Services 

Department 

¶ Richland County Sheriff's Department 
¶ Richland County Community 

Development Department 
¶ Richland County Utilities Department 

¶ Richland County Finance Department 
¶ Richland County Assessor's Office 
¶ Richland County Public Works 

Department 
¶ Richland County Planning and 

Inspections Department 
¶ Richland County Procurement 

Department 
¶ Richland County Information 

Technology (GIS) Department 
¶ Richland County Public Information 

Office 

The Working Group participated in meetings on an approximately bi-weekly basis during the plan development 
and were responsible for helping to provide historical and local context to the disaster and any related data and 
information relevant to their areas of responsibility. The Working Group offered guidance related to their field of 
expertise, assistance with public outreach, and participation in the development of programs and projects funded 
through the CDBG-DR program. 

The Working Group also provided assistance to ensure that recovery activities are feasible and consistent with 
other local and regional efforts. When establishing goals and identifying recovery programs and projects, the 
Richland County Work Group met regularly to verify consistency with other planning and related departmental 
efforts. 
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Richland County Blue Ribbon Advisory Committee  

The Blue Ribbon Advisory Committee (Advisory Committee) consists of local stakeholders who form a diverse and 
knowledgeable representation of the County and its local communities. The Advisory Committee met throughout 
the development of the Action Plan and operated in an advisory capacity for the Working Group and County 
Council. The Advisory Committee included representatives from numerous stakeholder groups including: 

¶ Richland County Government Officials 
¶ Richland County municipalities 
¶ Gills Creek Watershed Association 
¶ Sustainable Midlands 
¶ Conservation Commission 

¶ VOADs 
¶ South Carolina Department of Emergency 

Management 
¶ Lower Richland County 
¶ Underserved Populations 

The Advisory Committee was charged with helping to steer the overall direction of the Action Plan and ensuring 
that as many stakeholder groups and interests would be included in the planning process as possible. Throughout 
the process, the Advisory Committee supported public engagement strategies, identified unmet needs, and 
assisted with identification and prioritization of programs and projects proposed for CDBG-DR funding. 
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SECTION 2. UNMET NEED ASSESSMENT 

The CDBG-5w ǇǊƻƎǊŀƳ ƛǎ ŎƻƴǎƛŘŜǊŜŘ ŀ άƎŀǇέ ŦǳƴŘƛƴƎ ǎƻǳǊŎŜ ŀƴŘ ƛǎ ƛƴǘŜƴŘŜŘ ǘƻ ŀǎǎƛǎǘ ǿƛǘƘ ǊŜŎƻǾŜǊȅ ƴŜŜŘǎ ƴƻǘ 
covered by other public and private funding sources. While recovery efforts have continued without interruption 
since October, many impacts remain unaddressed due to several primary factors including: the profound extent 
and diversity of the damages to housing, infrastructure, and the economy; the unique conditions and 
ǾǳƭƴŜǊŀōƛƭƛǘƛŜǎ ƻŦ wƛŎƘƭŀƴŘ /ƻǳƴǘȅΩǎ ǊŜǎƛŘŜƴǘǎ ŀƴŘ ōǳǎƛƴŜǎǎŜǎΤ ŀƴŘ ǘƘŜ ƭƛƳitations of available funding assistance. 
This unmet need assessment provides essential information to better understand the most impacted areas and 
populations in the County, and guides development of the most effective recovery programs and priorities. 

TƘƛǎ ǎŜŎǘƛƻƴ ŘŜǎŎǊƛōŜǎ wƛŎƘƭŀƴŘ /ƻǳƴǘȅΩǎ ǇǊŜƭƛƳƛƴŀǊȅ ŀǎǎŜǎǎƳŜƴǘ ƻŦ ǳƴƳŜǘ ǊŜŎƻǾŜǊȅ ƴŜŜŘǎ ǊŜǎǳƭǘƛƴƎ ŦǊƻƳ ǘƘŜ 
October severe storm and flooding disaster (DR 4241). When major disasters occur, a significant amount of data 
and information must be collected and analyzed from numerous agencies, departments, and organizations. 
Accessing and compiling information on impacts and recovery resources can be a significant challenge due to 
varying quality, availability, formatting, and timing of different sources. Estimates of unmet needs are based on 
ǘƘŜ ōŜǎǘ ŀǾŀƛƭŀōƭŜ ƛƴŦƻǊƳŀǘƛƻƴ ŀǎ ƻŦ !ǳƎǳǎǘ нлмсΣ ŀƴŘ ǊŜǇǊŜǎŜƴǘ ǘƘŜ /ƻǳƴǘȅΩǎ ƛƴƛǘƛŀƭ ŎŀƭŎǳƭŀǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ ǊŜƳŀƛƴƛƴƎ 
recovery gaps. This assessment should be considered a living document that will be updated as additional 
information becomes available. 

Unmet needs were estimated through a comparison of financial impacts of the qualified disaster event with 
subsequent recovery funding that has been received or is anticipated. This assessment incorporates data from the 
following key sources: 

¶ Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA) Individuals and Household Assistance Program (IHP) 

¶ FEMA Public Assistance Program (PA) 

¶ Small Business Administration (SBA) 

¶ National Flood Insurance Program (NFIP) 

¶ Richland County Departmental reports and studies 

¶ Engineering estimates 

¶ National Atmospheric and Oceanic Administration (NOAA) 

¶ United States 2010 Decennial Census 

¶ 2014 American Community Survey (ACS) 

¶ Public and Stakeholder outreach and feedback. 

This assessment is organized into three main categories: Housing, Infrastructure, and Economic Development. 
Identifying and documenting the needs across these three core areas allowed the County to strategically allocate 
limited resources to address the most critical recovery needs while also making proactive resilience investments 
to minimize impacts of future flood events. 

OVERVIEW 

Richland County received HUD approval for its CDBG Disaster Recovery Action Plan on November 16, 2016 (Public 
Law 114-3). The Action Plan described the allocation of $23,516,000 to programs designed to address unmet 
needs resulting from the October 2015 Storm/Flood Event, primarily focusing on rehabilitation of single family 
residences that meet low to moderate income criteria along with infrastructure and commercial business needs. 
This is the first Action Plan Amendment requested by Richland County and is in accordance with the requirements 
established by HUD in Federal Register dated August 7, 2017(Public Law 115-31), which allocates an additional 
$7,254,000 to Richland County for disaster recovery assistance. 
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¢ƘŜ !Ŏǘƛƻƴ tƭŀƴ {ǳōǎǘŀƴǘƛŀƭ !ƳŜƴŘƳŜƴǘ όІмύ ǿƛƭƭ ōŜ ƳŀŘŜ ŀǾŀƛƭŀōƭŜ Ǿƛŀ wƛŎƘƭŀƴŘ /ƻǳƴǘȅΩǎ 5ƛǎŀǎǘŜǊ wŜŎƻǾŜǊȅ 
website (Returning Home) at http://rcgov.us/floodrecovery. Two public meetings describing program 
modifications and additions were held on October 12 and 16, 2017 at Decker Center, 2500 Decker Blvd; and 
Garners Ferry Adult Activity Center (8620 Garners Ferry Road) respectfully, both from 5:30-7:00 pm. A Public 
Notice announcing the meeting was advertised on our County website, The State Newspaper, marketed 
advertisement to the digitally disconnected and other local media outlets. Written comments on the proposed 
Action Plan Amendment will be accepted via U.S. mail; hand delivery to the Community Development Department 
or CDBG-DR Flood Recovery Office located at 2020 Hampton Street, Columbia SC and on the Returning Home 
website for 14 days from October 2, 2017 through close of business October 16, 2017. All comments will be given 
the same consideration regardless of the method of submission. 

Initially, Richland County identified a total of $251,934,883.81 in unmet recovery needs. Of these needs, housing 
assistance was identified as the largest area of unmet need followed by infrastructure, and then economic 
development. 

Table 1 provides a summary of original estimated unmet needs in Richland County across the core areas of 
housing, infrastructure, and economic development. 

Table 1 - Unmet Needs Summary 

 

Damage/Need Assistance Received/Anticipated Unmet Need 

Housing $271,206,792 $77,094,925.06 $194,111,866.94 
Infrastructure $52,800,594.43 $6,667,982.93 $46,132,611.50 
Economic Development $36,213,959.50 $24,523,554.13 $11,690,405.37 
Totals $360,221,345.93 $108,286,462.12 $251,934,883.81 

This Substantial Amendment (#1) describes the status of current programs and provides justification for the 
additional allocation funding to address unmet safe, sanitary and affordable housing needs. After the initial 
appropriation of $23,516,000.00 in 2016, the County determined an additional $57.5 million would be needed to 
meet the challenges of the October 2015 flood event. The 2nd allocation approved was $7,254,000.00. To that 
end, the 2015 Unmet Needs Assessment for these new funds take into account the need from 2 years remains 
the same in 2017. In addition, the County has a full team of staff that has maintained individual contact weeks 
ŀŦǘŜǊ ǘƘŜ нлмр ǎǘƻǊƳ ǘƻ ŀƴŘ ǘƘǊƻǳƎƘƻǳǘ нлмт ƛƴǘŀƪŜ ŦƻǊ ǘƘƻǎŜ ŀŘǾŜǊǎŜƭȅ ƛƳǇŀŎǘŜŘΦ [ŀǎǘƭȅΣ ǘƘŜ /ƻǳƴǘȅΩǎ tǳōƭƛŎ 
Information Officer continues to advertise and seek new venues of outreach to the digitally disconnected. 

  

http://rcgov.us/floodrecovery
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¢ƘŜ /ƻǳƴǘȅΩǎ ƛƴƛǘƛŀƭ ŀǇǇƭƛŎŀǘƛƻƴ ƳŜǘƘƻŘƻƭƻƎȅ ƛƴŎƭǳŘŜŘ ŀ ǎǇŜŎƛŦƛŜŘ ŀƴŘ ŀŘǾŜǊǘƛǎŜŘ ол-day intake period: May 15, 
2017 to June 15, 2017. In addition, a prioritization was completed using qualifiers such as very low income; 
disabled house member; elderly; life-ǘƘǊŜŀǘŜƴƛƴƎ ŎƻƴŘƛǘƛƻƴǎΣ ŜǘŎΦ ¢Ƙƛǎ ǇǊƻŘǳŎŜŘ ŀ ǊŀƴƪƛƴƎ ǎŎŀƭŜ ƻŦ L!мΩǎ ǘƻ L!тΩǎΦ 
¢ƘŜ ƘƛƎƘŜǎǘ ǇǊƛƻǊƛǘƛŜǎ ǿŜǊŜ ŜǎǘŀōƭƛǎƘŜŘ ŦƻǊ м!мΩǎ - м!оΩǎΦ 

For additional clarification, the ranking criteria are: 

¶ Extremely Low Income or 30 and below LMI 

¶ 31-80% LMI AND Living with a Life-¢ƘǊŜŀǘŜƴƛƴƎ /ƻƴŘƛǘƛƻƴǎ όwŜǉǳƛǊŜǎ ǇƘȅǎƛŎƛŀƴΩǎ ƭŜǘǘŜǊύ 

¶ 31-80% LMI and Disabled 

¶ 31-80% LMI and Elderly 1A1 = All 4 Criteria 

1A2 = 3 of 4 Criteria 

1A3 = 2 of 4 Criteria 

1A4 = LMI and Life-Threatening 1A5 = LMI and Disabled 

1A6 = LMI and Elderly 

1A7 = Extremely Low Income 

1B = 30% and below Only OR 31-80% LMI and Child under age of 5; OR LMI and Single Parent Household OR LMI 
and Veteran 

1C = 80% and below LMI 2 = 81-120% LMI 

As of 8/30/17, the below reflected the single family housing intake status: 
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 Disaster Impact Overview  

The flooding event that impacted the State of South Carolina from October 1 through 5 was unprecedented, 
damaging thousands of homes and destroying significant infrastructure including roads, bridges, dams, and levees. 
Richland County was at the center of this federally declared disaster and was severely impacted by freshwater 
flooding. As flood waters inundated low lying areas throughout the County, homes underwent considerable 
damage, and for some, complete destruction. The severe storms resulted in a multitude of other impacts including 
damage to both public and private property, public service interruptions, and impairment of the regional 
economy. Richland County was one of the most impacted areas in the State, with many residents unable to remain 
in their homes or access businesses or facilities that provide food, water, medical care, and other basic needs. 
Other citizens who rely on wells for their drinking water experienced well head breaches and contamination of 
their essential drinking water. 

On October 4, 2015, Richland County received more than 20 inches of rainfall as a result of the development of 
Hurricane Joaquin off the Atlantic coast. This considerable rainfall over a short period of time produced dangerous 
flood conditions that impacted numerous communities in the Southeast, North, Northeast, and Northwest 
portions of the unincorporated areas of Richland County. While Hurricane Joaquin did not make landfall over the 
State, the convergence of weather events with local conditions resulted in severe storms producing record rainfall 
over a 5-day period. The 21.24 inches of rain has been classified as a 1,000-year storm event breaking all historical 
rainfall records for the State including the 1,000 year estimate of 13.80 inches. While the storm soaked the region 

Prioritization addition made as requested at 

Public Hearings for Substantial Amendment 
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for several days, the heaviest rainfall occurred between October 3rd and 4th, resulting in a FEMA disaster 
declaration on October 5th (DR- 4241). 

Following the flood event, assistance from traditional recovery programs such as FEMA, SBA, and NFIP, as well as 
non-profits, have made many recovery projects possible. Despite this assistance, however, extensive unmet 
ǊŜŎƻǾŜǊȅ ƴŜŜŘǎ ǊŜƳŀƛƴ ǘƘǊƻǳƎƘƻǳǘ ǘƘŜ /ƻǳƴǘȅΦ wƛŎƘƭŀƴŘ /ƻǳƴǘȅΩǎ ǳƴƛǉǳŜ ŎƻƴŘƛǘƛƻƴǎ ŎƻƳōƛƴŜŘ ǿƛǘƘ ǘƘŜ 
unprecedented flood event resulted in impacts that far exceed available assistance. Of greatest concern is that 
the extent of damages resulted in many critical recovery needs not addressed by or not eligible for traditional 
recovery programs. The lack of adequate recovery assistance has left significant numbers of residents and business 
owners without the help they need. In particular, many structures outside of the floodplain and without flood 
insurance were damaged, thousands of residents were denied assistance or received minimal assistance, 
numerous delayed impacts occurred after deadlines for assistance, infrastructure repairs and resiliency projects 
require additional funding, and considerable economic needs likely remain. 

 Unmet Need Summary 

Through the review of best available data and information, Richland County identified a total of $251,934,883.81 
in unmet recovery needs. Of these needs, housing assistance was identified as the largest area of unmet need 
followed by infrastructure, and then economic development. It is critical to understand that these figures should 
only be considered as initial estimates based on the available information at the time this plan was developed. 
Many impacts are very difficult or impossible to quantify and others cannot be identified at this time due to 
missing data. As such, the figures presented in this section are to be considered only as preliminary estimates and 
not as definitive facts regarding the true unmet needs in the County. 

Table 2 provides a summary of estimated unmet needs in Richland County across the core areas of housing, 
infrastructure, and economic development. 

Table 2 - Unmet Need Summary 

Recovery Area Damage/Need 

Assistance 

Received/Anticipated Unmet Need 

Housing $271,206,792 $77,094,925.06 $194,111,866.94 

Infrastructure $52,800,594.43 $6,667,982.93 $46,132,611.50 

Economic Development $36,213,959.50 $24,523,554.13 $11,690,405.37 

Totals $360,221,345.93 $108,286,462.12 $251,934,883.81 

 Funding Assistance Received or Expected  

While the impacts of the disaster far outweigh the available funding, Richland County greatly appreciates the 
contributions and resources provided by the numerous organizations that have assisted with ongoing recovery 
efforts. Assistance from these recovery partners has allowed for completion of a number of critically important 
projects including home repairs, social services, infrastructure repairs, and well disinfection among many others. 
Additional details related to these completed and ongoing recovery efforts are provided in Section 2.9. 
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Table 3 ɀ Summary of Financial Assistance Received or Anticipated 

Assistance Program Housing Infrastructure 
Economic 

Development Total 

FEMA IA $19,616,108.43   $19,616,108.43 

FEMA PA  $2,999,892.43  $2,999,892.43 

FEMA Hazard Mitigation Grant 

Program (HMGP) 

$4,437,365.63 $2,668,126.50 $2,826,838.13 $9,932,329.76 

SBA $38,944,000  $16,800,800 $55,744,800 

NFIP $13,541,451   $13,541,451 

Richland Restores (CDBG) $300,000   $300,000 

State Insurance Reserve Fund $256,000   $256,000 

State FEMA Match  $999,964  $999,964 

Agriculture Insurance payments and 

deductibles 

  $4,813,047 $4,813,047 

Disaster Unemployment Assistance   $82,869 $82,869 

Total Assistance Received $77,094,925.06 $6,667,982.93 $24,523,554.13 $108,286,462.12 

 Demographic Profile of Impacted Areas  

A demographic profile of Richland County is presented below that summarizes key characteristics of the 
population including potential risk factors and vulnerabilities. During recovery planning, it is important to 
understand the underlying characteristics of the population in the impacted areas in order to ensure that recovery 
programs are responding to the unique conditions of the community and the residents in need of assistance. Due 
to the widespread flooding, residents of all demographics and income levels in the County were impacted. To 
reflect this, the following profile includes information for all of Richland County. 

 Total Population and Age  

According to the 2010 U.S. Census, Richland County had a total population of 384,504 people residing in 145,194 
households with an average household size of 2.43. The median age of County residents in 2010 was 32.6 with 
22.8% of the population under the age of 18 and 9.8% over the age of 65. These figures indicate that Richland 
County residents are generally younger than the State as a whole which, as of 2010, had a median age of 37.9 and 
a smaller percentage of residents over 65 years of age (Table 4). 

Table 4 ɀ County and State Population and Age Statistics 

Municipality 

U.S. Census 2010 

Total 

Pop. 
65+ 

% Pop. 
65+ Pop. <18 

% Pop. 
<18 

Median 
Age 

Richland County 384,504 37,541 9.8 87,553 22.8 32.6 

State of South Carolina 4,625,364 631,874 13.7 1,080,474 23.4 37.9 

Source: Census 2010 (U.S. Census Bureau);  
Note:  Pop. = population 
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 Race, Ethnicity, and Language 

!ŎŎƻǊŘƛƴƎ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ нлмл ¦Φ{Φ /ŜƴǎǳǎΣ ǘƘŜ /ƻǳƴǘȅΩǎ ǇƻǇǳƭŀǘƛƻƴ ƛǎ ǇǊŜŘƻƳƛƴŀƴǘƭȅ ǿƘƛǘŜ όптΦо҈ύ ŀƴŘ .ƭŀŎƪ ƻǊ !ŦǊƛŎŀƴ 
American (45.9%). Other races include Asian (2.2%), American Indian and Alaskan Native (0.3%), Native Hawaiian 
and Other Pacific Islander (0.1%), ǎƻƳŜ ƻǘƘŜǊ ǊŀŎŜ όмΦф҈ύΣ ŀƴŘ ǘǿƻ ƻǊ ƳƻǊŜ ǊŀŎŜǎ όнΦн҈ύΦ wƛŎƘƭŀƴŘ /ƻǳƴǘȅΩǎ 
population also includes 18,637 Hispanic or Latino residents who account for approximately 4.8% of the 
population. As evidenced by Table 5, the racial composition of the County differs from the State as a whole, with 
the largest difference being the larger percentage of Black or African American residents in Richland County than 
in the State. 

Table 5 ɀ Richland County Race and Ethnicity 

Area 

U.S. Census 2010 

Hispanic 
Or Latino White 

Black Or 
African 

American 

America Indian 
and Alaska 

Native Asian 

Native Hawaiian 
and Other 

Pacific Islander 

Some 
Other Race 

Two 
Or 

More 

Richland 18,637 181,974 176,538 1,230 (0.3%) 8,548 425 7,358 8,431 

County (4.8%) (47.3%) (45.9%)  (2.2%) (0.1%) (1.9%) (2.2%) 

State of South 235,682 3,060,000 1,290,684 19,524 (.4%) 59,051 2,706 (0.1%) 113,464 79,935 

Carolina (5.1%) (66.2%) (27.9)  (1.3%)  (2.5%) (1.7%) 

Source: 2010 Decennial Census 

According to the ACS, 91.6% of Richland /ƻǳƴǘȅΩǎ ǇƻǇǳƭŀǘƛƻƴ ǎǇŜŀƪ ƻƴƭȅ 9ƴƎƭƛǎƘ ŀƴŘ уΦп҈ ǎǇŜŀƪ ŀ ǇǊƛƳŀǊȅ 
language other than English. The most prevalent language spoken in the County other than English is Spanish, 
which is spoken by 3.4% of the population (12,712 residents). The ACS estimates that 3.2% percent of the residents 
ǎǇŜŀƪ 9ƴƎƭƛǎƘ άƭŜǎǎ ǘƘŀƴ ǾŜǊȅ ǿŜƭƭΦέ 

 Education 

!ǘ ǘƘŜ ǘƛƳŜ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ нлмп !/{Σ ŀƴ ŜǎǘƛƳŀǘŜŘ уфΦм҈ ƻŦ wƛŎƘƭŀƴŘ /ƻǳƴǘȅΩǎ ǊŜǎƛŘŜƴǘǎ ƘŀŘ ƎǊŀŘǳŀǘŜŘ ŦǊƻƳ ƘƛƎƘ ǎŎƘƻƻƭ 
or had a higher level of education and training, and 37.6% had ŎƻƳǇƭŜǘŜŘ ŀ ōŀŎƘŜƭƻǊΩǎ ŘŜƎǊŜŜ ƻǊ ƘƛƎƘŜǊ ƭŜǾŜƭ ƻŦ 
education and training. 

 Vulnerable and Special Needs Populations  

When conducting recovery efforts, it is essential to accurately identify potential vulnerable populations in the 
study area. These populations can face unique challenges and have more difficulty responding to hazard events 
than the general population due to physical and financial capabilities, health concerns, and location and quality 
of their housing, among other factors. For the purposes of this planning process, vulnerable populations include 
children; elderly; low-income; the physically, developmentally, or mentally disabled; the homeless; and the 
medically dependent. 

 Children and Elderly  

Households with children or elderly residents may experience additional vulnerabilities during disaster events and 
subsequent recovery efforts. Limited mobility, required medicine, physical ailments, or fragility all increase the 
safety risks for these individuals and their family members in emergency situations. As such, ensuring that these 
households have access to information, resources, and quality housing stock to allow for sheltering in place is a 
ǇǊƛƻǊƛǘȅ ŦƻǊ wƛŎƘƭŀƴŘ /ƻǳƴǘȅΩǎ ƭƻƴƎ-term public safety and community resilience. 
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As of 2014, 28.6% (41,951 households) of households in the County had at least 1 child, and 22.2% (32,524 
households) included at least one person 65 years or older. In addition, 8.7% (12,788 households) of households 
were made up of people 65 years or older living alone, which creates even greater vulnerability. 

 Economic Hardship 

Financial hardships can have far-reaching implications for residents and especially for young families and the 
younger workforce. A household that experiences financial difficulties may find it challenging or impossible to 
make necessary repairs or investments that can increase safety and resilience. According to the 2014 ACS, the 
median household income in the County was $50,028. A total of 17.2 percent of the population were considered 
below the poverty line in 2014; 5.2% received Supplemental Security Income; 1.4% received cash public 
assistance; and 13.9% received Food Stamps and Supplemental Nutrition Assistance Program (SNAP) benefits. 

HUD considers families that pay more than 30% of their income for housing to be cost burdened, and as a result, 
likely to experience significant economic hardship. These individuals are likely to have amplified recovery needs 
due to a lack of resources to invest in improvements to increase preparedness, property protection, and recovery. 
Among current homeowners with a mortgage in Richland County, the 2014 ACS reports that 27.1% spend more 
than 30% of their income on monthly housing costs. Among renters, 53.6% spend more than 30% of their income 
on monthly housing costs, which indicates a significant group of people with serious economic hardship. In 
addition, the Richland County 2012-2016 CDBG Consolidated Plan reported existence of 6,100 moderately or 
severely cost burdened elderly owner and renter households, and over one-half (3,365) of these were severely 
cost burdened. Many of these households (4,450) appear to be householders living alone, as they are counted as 
non-family, elderly. 

Residents with Disabilities  

Residents with disabilities or mental disorders may have increased vulnerabilities during disaster events and 
subsequent recovery efforts. The nature and extent of the disabilities in the County vary greatly, making a full 
understanding of the needs of this population very difficult to determine. However, it is imperative to use available 
information to help identify and address the potential recovery needs of the current population with disabilities. 

According to the 2014 ACS survey, 44,435 civilians (11.8% of the population) have a disability in Richland County. 
Of these individuals, 2,370 are children and 15,786 are over the age of 65. Children and elderly with disabilities 
are even more vulnerable and must be included in the planning and implementation of disaster recovery and 
resiliency initiatives. In addition, The Richland County 2012-2016 CDBG Consolidated Plan reports an estimated 
23,070 persons with severe mental disorders, an estimated 9,613 developmentally disabled persons, and an 
estimated 20,600 persons with a physical disability in the County. 

Homeless Population  

Richland County faces significant problems associated with homelessness and prevention of homelessness. The 
homeless population in the area continues to increase due in part to ongoing high unemployment, continuing 
effects of the recent recession, and exacerbating impacts of the recent disaster. The homeless population 
encompasses a broad range of individuals and families with special needs. 

According to the Richland County 2012-2016 Consolidated Plan for Housing and Community Development, 1,621 
persons in the 14-county Midlands Area Consortium for the Homeless (MACH) were identified in 2011 as homeless 
under the HUD definition, and nearly half (43.3%) were living unsheltered. Of the 1,621 people identified as 
homeless, 71.3% were African-American and 25.7% were Caucasian, with smaller percentages of Hispanic and 
other racial groups identified. Families with children comprised a quarter (24.9%) of those homeless, and 26.6% 
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of adults surveyed were identified as having a disability, with many having more than one disability. Of the 14 
ŎƻǳƴǘƛŜǎ ƛƴ a!/IΣ wƛŎƘƭŀƴŘ /ƻǳƴǘȅ ƘŀŘ ǘƘŜ ƭŀǊƎŜǎǘ ƴǳƳōŜǊ ƻŦ ƘƻƳŜƭŜǎǎΣ мΣлср ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ǊŜƎƛƻƴΩǎ мΣснм ǇŜǊǎƻƴǎΤ ǘƘƛǎ 
is 65.7 percent of the homeless in the region. 

The at-risk population of persons and families in danger of becoming homeless are primarily the individuals or 
families with limited income who are facing immediate eviction and cannot identify another residence or shelter. 
Data from 2009 indicated presence of 9,445 renter and 4,210 owner households in the extremely low-income 
group in Richland County experiencing a cost burden from their housing costs, many of whom are facing a severe 
cost burden. Averaging 2.4 persons per household, this represents over 33,000 people. These very low-income 
households are at the greatest risk of becoming homeless. 

 Housing  

¢Ƙƛǎ ǎŜŎǘƛƻƴ ŘŜǎŎǊƛōŜǎ wƛŎƘƭŀƴŘ /ƻǳƴǘȅΩǎ ƛŘŜƴǘƛŦƛŜŘ ƘƻǳǎƛƴƎ ƛƳǇŀŎǘǎ ŀƴŘ ǘƘŜ ƳŜǘƘƻŘƻƭƻƎȅ ŦƻǊ ŎŀƭŎǳƭŀǘƛƴƎ ǘƘŜ ǘƻǘŀƭ 
unmet housing need of $194,111,866.94. 

 
Recovery Area 

 
Damage/Need 

Assistance 
Received/Anticipated 

 
Unmet Need 

Housing $271,206,792 $77,094,925.06 $ 194,111,866.94 

 

 Housing Damage Summary 

5ŀƳŀƎŜǎ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ /ƻǳƴǘȅΩǎ ƘƻǳǎƛƴƎ ǎǘƻŎƪ ǿŜǊŜ ŀƳƻƴƎ ǘƘŜ Ƴƻǎǘ ǎŜǾŜǊŜ ŀƴŘ Ŏƻǎǘƭȅ ƛƳǇŀŎǘǎ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ hŎǘƻōŜǊ ǎŜǾŜǊŜ 
storms and flooding. Thousands of homes of all types were damaged or destroyed by the widespread rain and 
flooding, including single family and multi-family units, owner and renter properties, mobile homes, and public 
housing units. Based on the best available data, it is estimated that, at minimum, 10,000 homes, including both 
owner and renter occupied units, were damaged during the October 2015 flood. 

As heavy rains and deep flood waters rushed over low lying areas, property damages included impacts to 
foundations, enclosures, framing, interior walls, essential systems (heating, venting, and air conditioning [HVAC], 
electrical, sewer/water, etc.), windows and doors, as well as the loss of personal belongings and other household 
items. The storm also resulted in contamination of hundreds of private wells that required disinfection services 
due to Coliform/E. Coli contamination. 

Because the flooding and damage occurred over such a large portion of the County, residents of all demographics 
and income levels were affected. For many, the extent of damage left them unable to live in their homes for weeks 
or months. Nearly a year after the event, some residents are still unable to return to their homes due to the extent 
of damage and lack of financing to make repairs. While some impacted households were able to access assistance 
from FEMA, SBA, private insurance, non-profit assistance, or other sources, many only received funding to 
complete basic repairs and are now living in homes with critical safety and quality of life issues. 

It is important to note that housing impacts from the October storm event were not limited to the days and weeks 
immediately following the flood. The quantity of flood water saturated both soils and homes so extensively that 
landscapes and property conditions continued to change well after the initial flood event. Shifting soils, altered 
landscapes, and lingering moisture have caused a variety of delayed impacts including mold, sinking foundations, 
compromised root systems, and falling tree damage, among others. Importantly, many of these impacts occurred 
after the registration deadline for FEMA assistance. 
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To estimate the financial damages from these numerous impacts, Richland County gathered the best available 
data from federal, state and local resources. These resources include damage assessments from federal agencies 
and county departments, as well as information gathered from non-profit organizations and through public 
outreach. 

FEMA Damage Assessment 

C9a!Ωǎ LƴŘƛǾƛŘǳŀƭǎ ŀƴŘ IƻǳǎŜƘƻƭŘǎ tǊƻƎǊŀƳ όLItύ ǇǊƻǾƛŘŜǎ ƛƳǇƻǊǘŀƴǘ Řŀǘŀ ǘƘŀǘ ƘŜƭǇǎ ǘƻ ōŜǘǘŜǊ ǳƴderstand the 
locations and extents of damages in the County. The IHP is one of the primary federal sources of recovery 
assistance, and provides damage assessments, known as Full Verified Loss (FVL) estimates, for eligible households. 
As of June 2016, 20,279 households had registered for FEMA IHP assistance. Of these applicants, damage 
assessments were conducted for 10,016 (8,744 homeowners and 1,269 renters) homes, which totaled 
approximately $18 million in real property verified losses and $4 million in personal property verified losses for 
a total of $22 million in FVL and an average FVL of $2,206. 

LƳǇƻǊǘŀƴǘƭȅΣ ǘƘŜǎŜ ŦƛƎǳǊŜǎ ǳƴŘŜǊŜǎǘƛƳŀǘŜ ǘƘŜ ǘǊǳŜ ŘŀƳŀƎŜǎ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ /ƻǳƴǘȅΩǎ ƘƻǳǎƛƴƎ ǎǘƻŎƪΣ ŀǎ ǘƘŜȅ Řƻ ƴƻǘ 
represent the costs to fully rehabilitate a home to its pre-disaster conditions. While a useful component of the 
ǳƴƳŜǘ ƴŜŜŘǎ ŀƴŀƭȅǎƛǎΣ ǘƘŜǎŜ ŦƛƎǳǊŜǎ ŀǊŜ ƭƛƳƛǘŜŘ ǘƻ ƻƴƭȅ Ŏƻǎǘǎ ǘƻ άǊŜǇŀƛǊ ǘƘŜ ƘƻƳŜ ǘƻ ŀ ǎŀŦŜ ŀƴŘ ǎŀƴƛǘŀǊȅ ƭƛǾƛƴƎ ƻǊ 
ŦǳƴŎǘƛƻƴƛƴƎ ŎƻƴŘƛǘƛƻƴΦέ ¢ƘŜǎŜ ŜǎǘƛƳŀǘŜǎ ŀƭǎƻ Řƻ ƴƻǘ ƛƴŎƭǳŘŜ ǊŜǎƛŘŜƴǘǎ ǿƘƻ ŘƛŘ ƴƻǘ ǊŜgister for FEMA or those who 
were denied a damage assessment. 

NFIP Claims 

The National Flood Insurance Program (NFIP) provides additional information regarding locations and extents of 
damages in the County. As of August 2016, 362 claims had been filed through the NFIP, and a total of $13,541,451 
had been provided to Richland County residents. The average claim amount to date has been $37,510.9. When 
comparing the 362 total NFIP claims with the more than 10,000 homes with assessed damages from FEMA, it 
becomes clear that a significant number of homes in the County were damaged that did not have flood insurance. 

Figure 1 below shows FEMA FVLs and NFIP Claims grouped by zip code. This information assists in identifying the 
geographic areas most impacted by the storm. 
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Figure 1 - FEMA FVLs and NFIP Claims Grouped by Zip Code 

 

Small Business Administration (SBA) Loans  

SBA loans are another key source of information for estimating unmet needs. Unlike FEMA damage inspections, 
SBA damage assessments and loans represent the full damage to the home and the amount necessary to fully 
repair it back to pre-storm conditions. For this reason, SBA data are typically used to calculate an average rebuild 
cost and unmet needs. As of September 2016, SBA had provided $38,944,000 in low interest loans for 
homeowners. Unfortunately, information regarding the total number of loans approved and individual loan 
amounts was not available at the time this plan was developed. 

Special Hazards Flood Area Damage Assessment 

An additional source of information for estimating damages and homes with unmet needs was provided by an 
assessment of all 1,700 structures located in the Special Hazards Flood Area (SFHA). The assessment, performed 
by Richland County, with support from FEMA contractors, identified 179 homes in the floodplain with substantial 
damage (greater than 50% damaged) totaling more than $17 million, and a total of 425 homes with varying levels 
of damage for a total of $31,713,194 and an average damage of $74,619. These figures were used to complement 
other available damage estimates and provide additional insight into the number and severity of damages in the 
County. These estimates, however, only represent a small portion of damages in the County, as they do not include 
the large number of homes located outside of the floodplain that underwent damage during the storm. 

Figure 2 illustrates the damaged residential structures located in the SFHA. 

 



Unmet Need Assessment 

Richland County CDBG-DR Action Plan  16 
August 2016 

Figure 2 - Damaged Residential Structures Located in the Special Flood Hazard Area 

 

 Impacts on Low and Moderate Income Households 

HUD requires that at a minimum, 70% of the total CDBG-DR funds benefit households of low to moderate income 
(LMI). LMI limits are determined by HUD based on the Area Median Income of the County, and are categorized by 
ƴǳƳōŜǊ ƻŦ ǇŜǊǎƻƴǎ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ŦŀƳƛƭȅΦ [aL ƘƻǳǎŜƘƻƭŘǎ ŀǊŜ ǘƘƻǎŜ ǿƘƻ ŜŀǊƴ ƭŜǎǎ ǘƘŀƴ ул҈ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ŎƻƳƳǳƴƛǘȅΩǎ !ǊŜŀ 
Median Income. For fiscal year 2016 in Richland County, the median income defined by HUD is $64,100. For a 
family of four, this corresponds to an Extremely Low Income limit of $24,300, a Very Low Income limit of 32,050, 
and a Moderate Income limit of $51,300. Table 5 illustrates HUD-defined income limits for determining qualified 
LMI households. 

Table 6 - FY 2017 Income Limit Summary 

FY 2017 

Income Limit 

Area 

 
Median 

Income 

 
FY 2017 Income 

Limit Category 

 
 
 

1 

 
 
 

2 

 
 
 

3 

 
Persons in Family 

 
4 5 

 
 
 

6 

 
 
 

7 

 
 
 

8 

 
 
 

Richland County 

 
 
 

$64,100 

Extremely Low 

(30%) Income 

Limits 

 
$14,100 

 
$16,240 

 
$20,420 

 
$24,600 

 
$28,780 

 
$32,960 

 
$37,140 

 
$41,320 

Very Low (50%) 
Income Limits 

$23,450 $26,800 $30,150 $33,500 $36,200 $38,900 $41,550 $44,250 

Low (80%) Income 
Limits 

$37,550 $42,900 $48,250 $53,600 $57,900 $62,200 $66,550 $70,800 
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Following a major disaster, households who qualify as either low or moderate income are likely to have increased 
difficulty securing financing for necessary repairs, replacing damaged personal property, finding suitable rental 
housing, or paying for temporary housing or relocation expenses. As such, Richland County has worked to identify 
impacted areas with concentrations of Low and Moderate income households in order to prioritize assistance for 
those with greatest need. 

Figure 3 below illustrates concentrations of LMI households in the County with associated damage estimates 
provided by FEMA. It is evident that significant housing damages occurred in areas with concentrations of LMI 
residents. In addition, through public outreach efforts, Richland County has determined that many residents did 
not apply for FEMA assistance who live in areas with high concentrations of LMI households. As such, these 
individuals are not captured through the available data or mapping. Richland County will continue to identify 
residents of greatest need, including those with limited financial resources, and prioritize these homes for 
assistance through the CDBG-DR program. 
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Figure 3 - HUD Designated U.S. Census Block Groups Low to Moderate Income Population & FEMA Verified Losses 

  

Hopkins area: 
$1,322,351.90 in FVL 
(6.0% of total FVL) 

Gadsden area: 
$327,169.96 in FVL 
(1.5% of total FVL)  
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Additional information related to impacts to Low and Moderate income households is provided by a review of the 
damage assessments for structures in the SFHA. According to this assessment, 38.1% (162 homes) of all homes 
damaged in the floodplain were within areas with greater than 51% LMI households. Of the damaged structures 
in these areas, 132 were Single Family homes and 30 were multi-family homes. Damage to structures in these 
areas of concentrated LMI households totaled $21,172,964.93, which accounts for 67% of the total damages to 
homes in the SFHA. Importantly, the percentage of total damage in the SFHA that occurred in LMI areas (67%) is 
disproportionate to the percentage of homes damaged in the SFHA that were in LMI areas (38.1%). This indicates 
that not only were many homes in predominantly LMI areas damaged, but they also underwent more extensive 
damages than those in other areas. As a result, these households with pre-existing financial difficulties are likely 
to have the greatest pressing need for assistance. 

 Baseline Housing Conditions and Housing Types Impacted 

The 2014 ACS reported a total of 167,017 housing units in Richland County, of which 87.7% are occupied, resulting 
in a vacancy rate of 12.3%. Of these units, 85,553 (58.4%) are owner-occupied and 60,905 (41.6%) are renter-
occupied. 

The majority of housing units in the County are 1-unit detached structures (64.6%), with the remainder divided 
between multi-family structures (28.0%), mobile homes (4.8%), and 1-unit attached structures (2.6%). The median 
value of homes in Richland County was estimated to be $149,200 in 2014. Table 6 provides a breakdown of 
housing types for Richland County compared to the State of South Carolina. These figures assist in estimating the 
types of housing most likely to have been damaged during the disaster. 

Table 7 ɀ Housing Units by Type 

 
Housing Type 

Richland South Carolina 

Housing Units Percent (%) Housing Units Percent (%) 

1-unit, detached 107,876 64.60% 1,362,445 62.3% 

1-unit, attached 4,282 2.60% 68,995 3.2% 

2 units 4,426 2.70% 53,590 2.4% 

3 or 4 units 8,391 5.00% 64,136 2.9% 

5 to 9 units 11,753 7.00% 98,041 4.5% 

10 to 19 units 8,173 4.90% 77,295 3.5% 

20 or more units 14,056 8.40% 100,088 4.6% 

Mobile home 7,984 4.80% 362,634 16.6% 

Boat, RV, van 76 0.00% 1,034 0.0% 

Totals 167,017 100% 2,188,258 100% 
Source: 2014 American Community Survey 

 

The majority of the housing stock in Richland County is relatively modern with approximately 70% built after 1970. 
The decade of largest housing construction occurred between 2000 and 2009, with 38,218 units making up 22.9% 
ƻŦ ǘƘŜ /ƻǳƴǘȅΩǎ ƘƻǳǎƛƴƎ ǎǘƻŎƪΦ ¢ƘŜ /ƻǳƴǘȅ ŜȄǇŜǊienced relatively steady housing construction between 1960 and 
1999, with each decade making up a similar percentage of the total housing stock. Table 8 provides a summary of 
housing stock age in Richland County compared to the State of South Carolina. 
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Table 8 - Housing Units by Year Built  

 
Year 

Richland South Carolina 

Housing Units Percent (%) Housing Units Percent (%) 

Built 2010 or later 7,317 4.40% 62,099 2.8% 

Built 2000 to 2009 38,218 22.90% 446,564 20.4% 

Built 1990 to 1999 23,253 13.90% 427,477 19.5% 

Built 1980 to 1989 22,158 13.30% 377,469 17.2% 

Built 1970 to 1979 25,755 15.40% 346,117 15.8% 

Built 1960 to 1969 21,392 12.80% 209,394 9.6% 

Built 1950 to 1959 14,035 8.40% 152,937 7.0% 

Built 1940 to 1949 7,060 4.20% 69,546 3.2% 

Built 1939 or earlier 7,829 4.70% 96,655 4.4% 

Total 167,017 100% 2,188,258 100% 
Source: 2014 American Community Survey 

 

Single family vs. multi -family vs. mobile  

The flood event impacted homeowners, renters, and mobile home residents. Due to the prevalence of 1- unit 
ŘŜǘŀŎƘŜŘ ǎƛƴƎƭŜ ŦŀƳƛƭȅ ƘƻƳŜǎΣ ǿƘƛŎƘ ƳŀƪŜ ǳǇ ŀǇǇǊƻȄƛƳŀǘŜƭȅ сп҈ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ /ƻǳƴǘȅΩǎ ƘƻǳǎƛƴƎ ǎǘƻŎƪΣ ƛǘ ƛǎ ŜǎǘƛƳŀǘŜŘ 
that of the 10,016 homes with FEMA verified damages, 6,470 are 1-unit detached single family homes. In addition, 
of the 425 homes in the floodplain that were damaged, 365 (85.9%) were single family homes, which further 
suggests that most home damage in the County is likely to have occurred to single family homes. 

The County has determined that multi-family structures were also damaged. Of the 425 homes in the floodplain 
that were damaged, 60 (14.1%) were multi-family structures totaling nearly $10 million in estimated damages. 

Mobile home owners were also impacted by the storm, as evidenced by the 892 mobile homes that registered 
with FEMA and received a damage estimate. In addition, nearly 8,000 mobile homes are present throughout the 
County. Because many residents did not register with FEMA, additional mobile homes are likely in need of 
assistance. 

Owner vs. Renter  

FEMA registrations provide insight into the proportions of each occupancy type that were affected. Of the 10,016 
homes with FEMA verified damages, 8,744 (87.3%) were owner occupied and 1,269 (12.7%) were renter occupied. 
According to these figures, the vast majority of damaged homes are likely owner occupied. However, as discussed 
previously, these figures account only for homes registered for FEMA assistance, and do not accurately represent 
the full universe of damaged homes. 

Based on the 41.6% of housing units in the County that are renter-occupied, it is likely that the true number of 
renter occupied homes that were damaged exceeds the 1,269 renters who received a damage estimate from 
FEMA. Additional renter needs are expected because only 1,501 of the 6,снн ǊŜƴǘŜǊǎ ǿƘƻ ǊŜƎƛǎǘŜǊŜŘ ŦƻǊ C9a!Ωǎ 
IHP actually received assistance. In addition, some of the 60 multi-family units damaged in the floodplain were 
likely owner-occupied condominiums, but it is also likely that some of these units were renter occupied, thus 
representing additional potential unmet needs. 

LMI households may face major challenges saving enough money for a down payment or being approved for a 
ƳƻǊǘƎŀƎŜΦ !ŎŎƻǊŘƛƴƎ ǘƻ wƛŎƘƭŀƴŘ /ƻǳƴǘȅΩǎ нлмн-2016 CDBG Consolidated Plan, the County had need for additional 
affordable rental housing prior to the severe storm and flood events of 2015. When combined with this pre-
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ŜȄƛǎǘƛƴƎ ǎƘƻǊǘŀƎŜ ƻŦ ŀŦŦƻǊŘŀōƭŜ ǊŜƴǘŀƭ ƘƻǳǎƛƴƎΣ ŘŀƳŀƎŜǎ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ /ƻǳƴǘȅΩǎ ǊŜƴǘŀƭ ǎǘƻŎƪ ƭƛƪŜƭȅ ǇƭŀŎŜŘ ŀŘŘƛǘƛƻƴŀƭ ǎǘǊŀƛƴ 
on low and moderate income residents looking for safe and affordable rental housing. 

Public Housing, HUD-Assisted Housing and Housing for the Homeless  

The Columbia Housing Authority (CHA) is a local public agency created by State legislation in 1934 to provide 
quality housing for low and moderate income families in the City of Columbia. The CHA expanded service to 
residents of unincorporated areas of Richland County in 1981. The CHA owns and maintains more than 2,000 units 
of conventional public housing, which are available to families of low and moderate incomes. Most of the 
ǇǊƻǇŜǊǘƛŜǎ ŀǊŜ ƭƻŎŀǘŜŘ ƴŜŀǊ ōǳǎ ƭƛƴŜǎΣ ǎŎƘƻƻƭǎΣ ŎƘǳǊŎƘŜǎΣ ŀƴŘ ǎƘƻǇǇƛƴƎ ŦŀŎƛƭƛǘƛŜǎΦ /I!Ωǎ ƘƻǳǎƛƴƎ ƛƴǾŜƴǘƻǊȅ ƛǎ 
constantly changing and includes a wide array of housing typesτsmall and large multi-family complexes, 
duplexes, and single-family homes. Most of the single family homes are located throughout the unincorporated 
areas of Richland County. The 107 employees of the Authority provide the day-to-day operational support for 
2,074 public housing households throughout the City and over 3,000 Section 8 participants living in private 
accommodations. Working with the CHA, it was determined that 26 public and HUD-assisted housing units were 
damaged during the severe storms and flooding of October 2015. 

Demand for public housing in Richland County continues to outpace the supply of public housing units. As of July 
нлмнΣ wƛŎƘƭŀƴŘ /ƻǳƴǘȅΩǎ нлмн-2016 CDBG Consolidated Plan indicated that 6,019 families were on the waiting list 
for CHA public housing. There are 2,542 Section 8 voucher applicants on the waiting list. This number of applicants 
translates to a two- to three-year wait. Figures from 2012 indicate that more than 96% of the households on the 
CHA combined waiting list for both Section 8 and public housing are African-American, 9.9% are headed by an 
elderly person, and 58.6% include children. 

Richland County Community Development staff work closely with organizations that serve the needs of homeless 
populations through existing programs and housing facilities. The County and City of Columbia have a number of 
programs that provide shelter and assistance to the homeless and at-risk populations, many of which are vital 
resources in response to natural hazard-related impacts. There are several programs and projects under way to 
provide additional supportive housing, prevent homelessness, address emergency shelter needs and develop 
transitional housing and supportive programs for transitional housing. As a partner in the Midlands Area 
Consortium for the Homeless (MACH), Richland County addresses the concerns of the continuum of care, which 
involves emergency shelter, transitional housing and programs to assist in the areas of permanent housing and 
independent living. Richland County will continue addressing the needs of the homeless by providing assistance 
and referrals to local area homeless agencies and housing facilities including: 

¶ Family Shelter 

¶ Hannah House 

¶ Transitions 

¶ Oliver Gospel Mission 

¶ The Women's Shelter 

¶ Palmetto Place Children's Shelter 

As indicated in section 2.рΣ ǘƘŜ /ƻǳƴǘȅΩǎ ƭƻǿ ŀƴŘ ŜȄǘǊŜƳŜƭȅ ƭƻǿ ƛƴŎƻƳŜ ǇƻǇǳƭŀǘƛƻƴǎ ŀǊŜ ŀǘ ǘƘŜ ƘƛƎƘŜǎǘ Ǌƛǎƪ ŦƻǊ 
ƘƻƳŜƭŜǎǎƴŜǎǎΦ Lƴ ŀŘŘƛǘƛƻƴ ǘƻ ƻƴƎƻƛƴƎ ǎǳǇǇƻǊǘ ŦƻǊ ŜȄƛǎǘƛƴƎ ƘƻǳǎƛƴƎ ŦƻǊ ǘƘŜ ƘƻƳŜƭŜǎǎΣ ǘƘŜ /ƻǳƴǘȅΩǎ /5.D-DR 
housing programs outlined in this Action Plan are designed to prioritize low and moderate income applicants in 
order to prevent homelessness. 
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 Housing Unmet Need Calculation 

HUD defines unmet housing needs as the number of housing units with unmet needs times the estimated cost to 
repair those units, less repair funds already provided. As a result of extensive community outreach and review of 
available data, Richland County has estimated that a minimum of 4,000 homes remain in need of repair 
representing approximately $187,468,240 in unmet homeowner needs. In addition, it is estimated that 2,052 
renters are likely to be in need of assistance, representing an unmet need of $6,643,627. 

Occupancy Damage/Need 
Assistance 

Received/Anticipated Unmet Need 

Homeowners $259,980,800 $72,512,560.06 $187,468,239.94 

Renters $10,969,992 $4,326,365 $ 6,643,627 

Public Housing $256,000 $256,000 $ 0.00 

Totals $271,206,792 $77,094,925.06 $194,111,866.94 

 
County officials recognized early in the process of identifying unmet needs that available FEMA, SBA, and NFIP 
data each provided an important, but limited, perspective on damages and potential unmet needs. A key finding 
of this planning process was that large numbers of impacted residents with remaining housing needs are not 
captured by the available data. Many either did not register for FEMA assistance, registered but were denied 
assistance, or received insufficient assistance to fully repair their homes. Others have experienced delayed 
damages due to prolonged soil and home saturation that occurred after the deadline for FEMA registration. In 
addition, it is clear from NFIP data that thousands of homes damaged were not covered by flood insurance. 
Unfortunately, detailed SBA data were not available during the development of this Action Plan, and only 
aggregated total loan amounts were available. 

Filling these gaps in the available data is a significant challenge. To help identify as many residents as possible with 
remaining recovery needs, County officials conducted direct outreach to residents registered for FEMA assistance. 
Without sufficient time or resources to contact all 13,506 homeowners who applied for assistance, the County 
determined that the most accurate method for estimating the number of homes with remaining needs was to 
utilize a sufficient sample size and then extrapolate the needs of the larger population. 

Homeowner Calculation  

As of July, 2016, Richland County officials had been able to contact 404 households on the list of FEMA IHP 
applicants to inquire about remaining housing damages and needs. Of the 404 households contacted, 159 
(39.36%) indicated remaining damages and rebuild needs. To determine the total number of homes with 
remaining rebuild needs, the estimated 39.36% of FEMA applicants with remaining needs was applied to the total 
13,506 registered homeowners to extrapolate an estimate of 5,315 homes with rebuild needs. These figures, 
however, included homes located within the boundaries of the City of Columbia, which should be removed due 
to the City receiving a separate allocation of CDBG-DR funds. Because the City of Columbia received a separate 
allocation, Richland County believes that the greatest impact with the Richland County allocation can be achieved 
by serving Richland County residents, excluding City of Columbia. 

The County determined that of the 5,315 homes with rebuild needs, an estimated 1,130 are located within the 
City of Columbia, leaving a total of 4,185 homeowners in Richland County, outside the City of Columbia, with 
remaining rebuild needs. To account for the many homeowners whose homes were damaged during the flood 
but did not register with FEMA, Richland County has increased this figure by 10% for a total of 4,604 homes with 
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estimated rebuild needs. Based on the damage assessment conducted for all structures in the SFHA, it is estimated 
that 365 of these homes are in the floodplain and 4,239 are outside of the floodplain. 

SBA damage assessments and loans are often used to estimate rebuild costs for the purposes of calculating unmet 
needs. However, as detailed SBA loan information was not available during the development of this Action Plan, 
Richland County has calculated an average rebuild cost using information from local contractors. This was 
determined to be the most accurate method due to the limitations of available data from damage assessments, 
ŀǎ ǿŜƭƭ ŀǎ ǘƘŜ ŎƻƴǘǊŀŎǘƻǊΩǎ ƪƴƻǿƭŜŘƎŜ ƻŦ ŀŎǘǳŀƭ ƭŀōƻǊ ŀƴŘ ƳŀǘŜǊƛal costs in the County. 

To account for the unique conditions of homes located in the SFHA, Richland County estimated a rebuild cost of 
$71,200 for homes located inside the SFHA and $55,200 for homes located outside of the SFHA. The additional 
expense for rehabilitation inside the floodplain is based on the assumption that these homes will be elevated 
above the Base Flood Elevation (BFE). These estimates are based on the following estimated costs: 

¶ General - $2,700 

¶ Interior Rough Finish - $31,400 (insulation, drywall, interior trim, cabinets, painting) 

¶ Interior Finish - $13,700 (flooring, bath accessories, shelving, mirrors, door hardware, appliances, cleaning) 

¶ Exterior Finish - $6,000 (siding, deck) 

¶ Site work - $1,400 

¶ Elevation (floodplain only) - $16,000. 

Utilizing the above figures, the total rebuild cost is estimated to be $259,980,800. The total rebuild cost for homes 
outside of the floodplain is estimated at $233,992,800 based upon an average rebuild estimate of $55,200 applied 
to the estimate of 4,239 homes. The total rebuild estimate for homes inside of the floodplain is estimated at 
$25,988,000 based upon an average rebuild estimate of $71,200 applied to the estimate of 365 homes. 

These rebuild estimates, however, represent recovery costs prior to traditional assistance from FEMA, NFIP, SBA, 
and others. To account for assistance already received, $72,512,560.06 in homeowner assistance was subtracted 
from the total need of $259,980,800 to estimate a total unmet homeowner need of $187,468,239.94. 

Renter Calculation  

To determine potential unmet needs for renters the total number of rental applicants (6,622) was multiplied by 
the estimated percentage with remaining needs (39.36%) to determine an estimate of 2,606 total renters in the 
County with remaining needs. This figure includes renters residing in the City of Columbia, however, and similar 
to the homeowner calculation, these should be subtracted from the total. Richland County estimates that 
approximately 554 reside in the City of Columbia, leaving a total of 2,052 renters in the County, outside of the City 
of Columbia, with remaining needs. Importantly, many more renters may have remaining needs, as evidenced by 
the 5,121 renters registered with FEMA who did not receive assistance. 

Assuming rental assistance may be needed for up to 6 months, and utilizing the median rent for the County of 
$891 per month (2014 ACS), the estimated need for rental assistance is $10,969,992 ($891/month x 6 months x 
2052 renters). These rental estimates represent the recovery costs prior to traditional assistance from FEMA and 
ƻǘƘŜǊǎΦ !ŦǘŜǊ ǎǳōǘǊŀŎǘƛƴƎ ǘƘŜ ϷпΣонсΣоср ƛƴ ǊŜƴǘŀƭ ŀǎǎƛǎǘŀƴŎŜ ǇǊƻǾƛŘŜŘ ǘƘǊƻǳƎƘ C9a!Ωǎ LIt ǇǊƻƎǊŀƳΣ ǘƘŜ ǘƻǘŀƭ 
unmet rental need was determined to be $6,643,627. 
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Public Housing, HUD-Assisted Housing and Housing for the Homeless Needs 

During the development of this Action Plan, Richland County collaborated with CHA to determine any remaining 
recovery needs of public housing and HUD-assisted housing. Working with the CHA, it was determined that 26 
public and HUD-assisted housing units were damaged during the severe storms and flooding of October 2015. As 
a result of these damages, residents were forced to relocate to local shelters for approximately 2 to 3 weeks. 
Utilizing $256,000 in funding from the State Insurance Reserve Fund, the Housing Authority was able to mobilize 
quickly and repair all but two of the impacted units. According to the Housing Authority, one of the remaining two 
units is scheduled to be repaired using the proceeds of pending flood insurance claims. The other unit with 
remaining damages has been identified for buyout through a pending Hazard Mitigation Grant Program (HMGP) 
application submitted by Richland County. Additional impacts to Public Housing property included damage to 
parking lots, hazardous material remediation needs, damage to a retaining wall, and sediment accumulation. The 
Housing Authority has pending requests for assistance from FEMA to meet these needs. 

Based on information provided by the CHA, current funds are sufficient to make all necessary repairs to their 
impacted housing units. Richland County will continue working with the Housing Authority to confirm the status 
of pending funding requests. Should additional needs be identified, CDBG-DR assistance may be made available 
through an amendment to this Action Plan. 

While funding has been secured to make necessary repairs to CHA managed properties, need is critical in Richland 
County for additional affordable housing and homeless prevention assistance. In discussions with the CHA, 
Richland County confirmed that many residents are having significant difficulty finding affordable rental units in 
the aftermath of the severe storms and flooding. CHA indicated that they have had to extend voucher deadlines 
on numerous occasions as a result of recipients being unable to find adequate housing. Richland County will 
continue to focus on the needs of LMI residents, and will prioritize assistance for these residents through the 
housing programs outlined in this Action Plan. 

As described in Section 2.5, Richland County has pre-existing challenges related to homelessness and homeless 
prevention. The severe damage to housing stock from the storms of October 2015 create additional challenges 
for currently homeless populations and those at-risk of homelessness. Richland County will not be assisting 
homelessness directly through CDBG-DR funding. Due to limited resources and results of the unmet needs 
assessment, Richland County is prioritizing housing resources for the rehabilitation of single family homes and 
small rental properties as outlined in Section 3.4. Richland County will continue to address homeless needs in the 
County through support for existing homeless programs and homeless housing facilities. Additional information 
on these pre-existing homeless assistance programs is provided in Section 4.4. 

 Public Infrastructure and Facilities  

¢Ƙƛǎ ǎŜŎǘƛƻƴ ŘŜǎŎǊƛōŜǎ wƛŎƘƭŀƴŘ /ƻǳƴǘȅΩǎ ƛŘŜƴǘƛŦƛŜŘ ǇǳōƭƛŎ ƛƴŦǊŀǎǘǊǳŎǘǳǊŜ ŀƴŘ ŦŀŎƛƭƛǘȅ ƛƳǇŀŎǘǎ ŀƴŘ ǘƘŜ ƳŜǘƘƻŘƻƭƻƎȅ 
for calculating the total unmet need of $46,132,611.50. 

 
Recovery Area 

 
Damage/Need 

Assistance 
Received/Anticipated 

 
Unmet Need 

Infrastructure $52,800,594.43 $6,667,982.93 $46,132,611.50 
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 Public Infrastructure and Facility Impacts  

Public infrastructure and facilities in Richland County were severely impacted by the October 2015 flooding. The 
flooding event caused stream/river flooding, and overland flooding that resulted in blockage/loss of county 
infrastructure at over 300 different sites, isolating emergency services, community services, and residences. Roads 
and bridges were eroded, rutted, and washed out due to flooding rendering them impassable for emergency and 
public access. Approximately 50 roads were closed due to damage, 19 private dams failed, and 267 roads 
underwent varying levels of damage from flood waters and erosion. The historical flooding resulted in closure of 
36 state roads, over half of which(19) were located in Richland County. Initial damages included $2.7 million in 
damages to County roads and approximately $175,000 in damages to County facilities. Additional capital 
improvement needs totaled approximately $400,000. 

In addition to the costs of repairs, the County also incurred the costs of conducting necessary emergency response 
and recovery efforts. These services included provision of shelter for 247 individuals and distribution of 1,364 
pallets of water and 39,000 meals for impacted residents. Additional response and subsequent recovery efforts 
included emergency services, infrastructure and utility repairs, and debris removal, among others. In total, these 
recovery activities resulted in more than $15 million in costs to Richland County. The cost of additional emergency 
protective measures provided by departments such as local police, public works, and the Emergency Services 
Deportment totaled over $1.5 million. The flooding from Hurricane Joaquin also resulted in school and business 
closings, which placed substantial strain on local resources and services. In addition, flooding and damage to 
infrastructure severely inhibited travel and limited access to several parts of the County while approximately 
30,000 people lost power across the State. 

Following the severe flood events, Richland County conducted several key assessments of transportation, storm 
water, and public service facilities, to identify deficiencies exposed during the 2015 flood, as well as opportunities 
for investments to improve resilience and better mitigate damages to public and private property during future 
events. Through post-storm hydraulic analysis and recovery planning, Richland County identified numerous 
infrastructure recovery and resilience needs including improvements for undersized culverts and drainage 
features. These assessments resulted in a series of priority projects including channel and detention area 
improvements, culvert upgrades, bridge improvements, and expanded public facilities. In total, these needs were 
estimated at approximately $48.8 million. 

 Infrastructure Unmet Need Calculation  

Due to the extreme impacts of this event, Richland County remains in great need of recovery and rebuilding 
assistance to address unmet infrastructure and facility needs. While County departments, with support from 
numerous organizations and volunteers, were successful in addressing many urgent and critical needs during the 
immediate aftermath of the disaster, substantial need remains. The estimated unmet infrastructure need is based 
upon FEMA Public Assistance project worksheets, HMGP project applications, and County-department-led 
assessments and capital improvement planning. The total estimated need in the County of $46,132,611.50 
consists of the local 25% match for pending HMGP infrastructure projects plus an estimated $45,243,236 in 
identified public infrastructure and facility resilience projects. 
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Table 9 - Public Infrastructure and Facility Unmet Needs  

Public Infrastructure or Facility Total Need 
Assistance 

Received/Anticipated Unmet Need 

Local match for HMGP projects $7,557,358.43 $6,667,982.93 $889,375.50 

Retrofit five (5) County owned detention 

ponds 

$1,000,000.00 $0.00 $1,000,000.00 

Assessment and rehab of County storm 

drainage infrastructure 

$3,500,000.00 $0.00 $3,500,000.00 

Inspect, design, and rehab two (2) existing 

County owned bridges 

$1,000,000.00 $0.00 $1,000,000.00 

Mapping and assessment of localized 

flooding areas (outside SFHA) 

$2,250,000.00 $0.00 $2,250,000.00 

Water Quality units into existing storm 

drainage system 

$400,000.00 $0.00 $400,000.00 

New Stormwater Management office and 

facilities 

$1,050,000.00 $0.00 $1,050,000.00 

Construction of new Emergency Operations 

Center 

$36,043,236.00 $0.00 $36,043,236.00 

Totals   $46,132,611.50 

 

 Economic Development  

The total unmet economic need is estimated to be approximately $11,690,405.37. This figure is derived by 
subtracting a total available assistance of $24,523,554.13 from the total estimated impacts of $36,213,959.50. 

Recovery Area Damage/Need 
Assistance 

Received/Anticipated Unmet Need 

Economic Development $36,213,959.50 $24,523,554.13 $11,690,405.37 

 
The estimate of economic unmet needs is based upon several key data sources including SBA loans, agricultural 
insurance data, pending HMGP applications, and public and stakeholder outreach. According to the best available 
data, numerous commercial structures were damaged throughout the County and were unable to operate for 
weeks, months, or longer. Some businesses experienced direct damages, and others were impacted by damaged 
infrastructure preventing access by employees and customers. As less recovery assistance is typically available for 
businesses than homes, many businesses were slow to recover, which resulted in lost jobs and tax revenues, and 
commercial vacancies. 

The severe extent of flooding resulted in impacts on many types of businesses both inside and outside of the 
floodplain. According to information provided by the SBA, approximately $27.6 million in damages occurred to 
businesses in Richland County. Further estimates of damages are provided by the SFHA Damage Assessment, 
which found that 52 non-residential structures in the floodplain underwent damages totaling approximately $13.2 
million. Of these 52 non-residential structures, 20 were located within areas that have high concentrations of LMI 
households representing a total damage of $9,019,568.08. Damaged businesses in these areas may represent 
additional recovery challenges, as business owners in these areas may be less able to secure recovery assistance. 
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However, these figures do not capture the total economic impact because the SBA figures only include those who 
applied for loans, and the SFHA damage estimates do not include businesses outside of the floodplain. Additional 
economic impacts were assessed through the HMGP planning process, which identified 15 commercial structures 
for voluntary buyout. 

In addition to direct damages to commercial structures, many residents lost their jobs either temporarily or 
permanently as a result of the disaster. A review of Disaster Unemployment Assistance for Richland County reveals 
that $82,869 has been paid to date to Richland County residents. While this confirms that jobs were indeed lost 
due to the storm, it is difficult to determine the true impact or remaining need for unemployment, as not all those 
affected applied for or received Disaster Unemployment assistance. Richland County will continue collecting and 
evaluating the best available data to further refine this assessment. 

wƛŎƘƭŀƴŘ /ƻǳƴǘȅΩǎ ŀƎǊƛŎǳƭǘǳǊŀƭ ƛƴŘǳǎǘǊƛŜǎ ǿŜǊŜ ŀƭso affected by the storm event. According to agricultural 
insurance data, a total of $4,813,047 in insurance proceeds and deductibles has been provided to date. In addition, 
the State of South Carolina has announced the availability of $40 million in assistance to help address agricultural 
ƛƳǇŀŎǘǎ ǘƘǊƻǳƎƘƻǳǘ ǘƘŜ {ǘŀǘŜΦ .ŀǎŜŘ ƻƴ ǘƘŜ ōŜǎǘ ŀǾŀƛƭŀōƭŜ ŘŀǘŀΣ ƛǘ ƛǎ ŀǎǎǳƳŜŘ ǘƘŀǘ ŀƭƭ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ /ƻǳƴǘȅΩǎ ŀƎǊƛŎǳƭǘǳǊŀƭ 
needs will be met through these two sources of assistance. However, Richland County will re-evaluate this need 
as the recovery process continues and will consider whether additional need can be met with the existing CDBG-
DR allocation. If the need is identified and funds are available, this Action Plan may be amended to address that 
need. 

Table 10 provides a breakdown of the top industries in Richland County. Based on this information it is expected 
that the majority of damages to for-profit businesses occurred in the retail and arts, entertainment, recreation, 
and accommodation and food services industries. 

Table 10 Top Industries by Employment in Richland County  

Industry Employment Percent (%) 

Agriculture, forestry, fishing and hunting, and mining 1,406 0.70% 

Construction 7,425 3.90% 

Manufacturing 11,570 6.10% 

Wholesale trade 5,119 2.70% 

Retail trade 23,462 12.30% 

Transportation and warehousing, and utilities 7,628 4.00% 

Information 4,846 2.50% 

Finance and insurance, and real estate and rental and 

leasing 

14,405 7.50% 

Professional, scientific, and management, and 

administrative and waste management services 

18,512 9.70% 

Educational services, and health care and social assistance 49,430 25.90% 

Arts, entertainment, recreation, and accommodation and 

food services 

20,157 10.50% 

Other services, except public administration 9,588 5.00% 

Public administration 17,541 9.20% 

Total 191,089 100% 
Source: 2014 American Community Survey 
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 Public and Stakeholder Engagement 

5ƛǊŜŎǘ ƻǳǘǊŜŀŎƘ ǘƻ ƛƳǇŀŎǘŜŘ ǊŜǎƛŘŜƴǘǎ ŀƴŘ ōǳǎƛƴŜǎǎ ƻǿƴŜǊǎ ǿŀǎ ŀǘ ǘƘŜ ŎƻǊŜ ƻŦ wƛŎƘƭŀƴŘ /ƻǳƴǘȅΩǎ ǳƴƳŜǘ ƴŜŜŘ 
assessment. Where available, the County placed the highest importance on information gathered from the public 
through public meetings, stakeholder meetings, and direct outreach. Richland County gathered and analyzed large 
quantities of data used to help shape the priorities in this plan; however, the County believed it most important 
to verify quantitative and statistical data with direct feedback from the public. To gather this information, the 
County employed a variety of outreach methods including public meetings, stakeholder meetings, direct outreach 
to FEMA registrants, and collaboration with VOADs and other non-profit groups, among others. Input from these 
ŜŦŦƻǊǘǎ ŘƛǊŜŎǘƭȅ ƛƳǇŀŎǘŜŘ ǘƘŜ ŎŀƭŎǳƭŀǘƛƻƴǎ ƻŦ ǳƴƳŜǘ ƴŜŜŘǎ ŀƴŘ ǘƘŜ /ƻǳƴǘȅΩǎ ǎǘǊŀǘŜƎƛŎ ŀƭƭƻŎŀǘƛƻƴǎ ƻŦ /5.D-DR 
funding. 

Public Meetings Summary  

Richland County conducted 10 public outreach meetings between June 29 and July 14, 2016. During these 
meetings, the County presented an overview of the CDBG-DR program and provided attendees with information 
regarding eligible uses of funding, projected timelines, and the Action Plan process. Most importantly, the majority 
of time during each meeting was set aside as an open forum to gather feedback from the public on a variety of 
topics including damages and impacts from the storm, remaining needs, and ideas for potential programs and 
projects, among others. This format also allowed impacted residents to ask questions about the CDBG-DR program 
and to better understand how it may be able to provide them assistance. During these meetings, Richland County 
also invited case managers from the Hearts and Hands organization to connect residents in need with additional 
resources. 

Comment forms were collected from each public meeting and carefully reviewed by County staff to determine 
the breadth of specific needs of residents and to aggregate feedback into categories. Through this process the 
County received 114 total responses grouped into the following categories of requests or needs: 

Housing (rehab, rebuild, buyout, rental assistance) 93 (48.7%) 

Infrastructure (roads, bridges, drainage) 44 (23%) 

Economic Development (business rehab, loans, working capital) 15 (7.9%) 

Emergency Service (police, Emergency Medical Services [EMS], sheltering) 6 (3.1%) 

Public Facilities 3 (1.6%) 

Planning (studies, assessments, plans) 1 (<1%) 

Public outreach 1 (<1%) 

Other 5 (4%) 

Table 11 lists the schedule of public meetings conducted during the development of this Action Plan. 
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Table 11 ɀ CDBG-DR Public Meeting Schedule 

Wednesday, June 
29 

Thursday, 
June 30 

Tuesday, 
July 12 

Wednesday, 
July 13 

Thursday, 
July 14 

Trenholm Park 

3900 Covenant Rd 

Columbia, SC 

29204 

North Springs Park 

Community Center 

1320 Clemson Rd 

Columbia, SC 29229 

Richland County 

Sheriff Department 

Region 1 Substation 

2615 Lower Richland 

Blvd. Columbia, SC 

29061 

Eastover Park 

1031 Main St 

Eastover, SC 29044 

Richland County 

Administration 

Building 

2020 Hampton St 

Columbia, SC 

29204 

Ballentine 

Community Center 

1009 Bickley Rd, 

Irmo, SC 29063 

St. Andrews Park 

920 Beatty Rd, 

Columbia, SC 29210 

Crane Creek 

Gymnasium 

7405-B Fairfield Rd, 

Columbia, SC 29203 

Parklane Road Adult 

Activity Center 

7494 Parklane Rd, 

Columbia, SC 29223 

Gadsden Park 

Community Center 

1668 S. Goodwin 

Circle, Gadsden, SC 

29052 

 
Stakeholder Engagement Summary 

In addition to public meetings, Richland County also conducted meetings with key stakeholders groups that 
represented a cross-section of the entities in the County. The purpose of these interviews was to continue 
gathering as much information as possible to help identify recovery needs, and to discuss current efforts and 
potential recovery programs and projects. Between July 18 and July 22 of 2016, County officials conducted four 
meetings with representatives of non-profit organizations, civil organizations, school districts, minority 
organizations, and social services, among many others. The complete meeting schedule is as follows: 

¶ July 18th ς Voluntary Organizations Active in Disasters 

Á United Way of the Midlands ς 1800 Main St, Columbia, SC 29201 

¶ July 19th ς Civil Organizations, Non-Profits, Richland District 1, 2, and Lexington/Richland District 

¶ 5 schools 

Á Greater Columbia Community Relations Council ς 930 Richland St, Columbia, SC 29201 

¶ July 22nd ς MACH/Homeless Agencies/Veterans 

Á Columbia Housing Authority ς Cecil Tillis Center - 2111 Simpkins Ln, Columbia, SC 29204 

¶ July 22nd - Richland County Business Community 

Á Council Chambers ς Combined Business Webinar and Live Audience ς 2020 Hampton Street- Columbia, 
SC 29204 ς 2nd Floor, Administration Building. 

Between January and June, 2017, the County hosted 20 individual public outreach sessions attended by 
approximately 200 residents; press releases were sent local media organizations and interviews were conducted 
by several television and radio stations; a notice of the initial public information meeting was posted on Twitter, 
Facebook and YouTube; program information was posted on the Richland Weekly. Several orchestrated and 
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detailed steps were taken to ensure maximized outreach potential. In addition, several partnerships were 
encouraged and exercised: 

Overall, several community meetings were held from January 2017 - June 2017. Six Public Outreach Meetings to 
inform citizens of proper application completion were held in various locations throughout the County between 
May 1st and May 11th. County Intake Centers were established during the May 15- June 15th intake period 
throughout the County as well. A total of 600 applications were anticipated by May 18th. However, less 200 
applications were submitted within the first 3 days. One last set of application meetings were held in June prior 
to the June 15th deadline. The final step along with a two- pronged approach assisted Richland County to meet 
its goal: Direct Door-to-Door Home Visits and Direct Residential Phone Calls. 

For the additional $7.254M within this new substantial amendment, the same strategies were adopted. While not 
required, the County took further steps and hosted two (2) public hearings for public input and comment. Please 
see Section 7 for any comments received. This Substantial Amendment (#1) Public Comment Period was 
advertised from October 2, 2017 to October 16, 2017. Richland County Council adopted these modifications during 
the October 17, 2017 Council meeting. The County did not receive any comments pertaining to these notifications. 

County Methodology for Project Selection for New Allocation 

Approximately $10M of original allocation was budgeted for single family households, inclusive of stick built, 
mobile homes and rental rehab. The other projects were earmarked for commercial smaller business and 
infrastructure needs along with Planning and 5% Administration. 

CDBG-DR Applications were taken during the open window of May 15-June 15, 2017. There are an additional 27 
applicants who have expressed interest and provided applicants after the deadline that could be processed during 
the new open enrollment with the additional $7.254M. In order to permit the processing of new applicants and 
those who submitted after the initial allocation SFHRP intake deadline date, the County intends to open another 
30 day intake period for the SFHRP. 

The application submissions would work similar to the existing streamlined prioritization process using the same 
qualifiers. While the County does not expect a low outcome, in the event this method did not yield the applications 
to support the substantiated breakdown of funding for housing project, the County would incorporate another 
amendment to reassess and redirect the funding to meet the goals of HUD and the needs of Richland citizens. 

!ǎ ƻŦ фκнуκмтΣ ǘƘŜ ōŜƭƻǿ ǊŜŦƭŜŎǘǎ ǘƘŜ /ƻǳƴǘȅΩǎ ǎǘŀǘƛǎǘƛŎŀƭ ŀǇǇƭƛŎŀǘƛƻƴ /5.D-DR data: 

¶ All 575 applicants have been notified of their status in the flood recovery program 

¶ Contacts have been made to all 192 1A1 and 1A2 applicants 

¶ 171 completed initial consultations by the case manager with the applicants providing verification 

¶ 55 verified applications 

¶ Processed ranking of twelve (12) 1A1 applications, twenty-seven (27) 1A2 applications, and sixteen (16) 1A3 
applications 

¶ Total of 101 completed construction walks with Cost Estimators/Inspectors 

¶ 86 Tier II Field Inspections Completed 

The need for housing was great and thus, the County budgeted approximately 60% of the original $23M 
programmatic allocation to Housing. RƛŎƘƭŀƴŘ /ƻǳƴǘȅ ƛǎ ΨǳƴƛǉǳŜƭȅ ǳǊōŀƴΣ ǳƴƛǉǳŜƭȅ ǊǳǊŀƭΩΦ ¢ƻ ǘƘŀǘ ŜƴŘΣ ǘƘŜ Ŏƻǳƴǘȅ 
structured a major housing program to cover four (4) housing needs: 
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¶ Single Family Owner-Occupied Rehabilitation 

¶ Mobile Home Unit Replacement 

¶ Small Rental Rehabilitation 

¶ Buy Out Program in tandem - Hazard Mitigation Grant Program (HMGP) Match 25% CDBG-DR to 75% FEMA 

With the requests for assistance, the predominance of need still resides within the Single-Family Owner- Occupied 
Rehabilitation section of the program. 

To that end, Richland County requests to budget 95% or $6,891,300 of the $7.254M to address the unmet housing 
needs from the qualifying 2015 disaster. This would be under the funds allocation found under the Federal 
Register for FY 2016 and 2017 CDBG-DR Appropriations under Public Law 115-31. 

 Summary of Completed and Ongoing Recovery Efforts  

This section summarizes completed and ongoing recovery efforts during and following the severe storms and 
flooding of October 2015. These efforts include recovery work conducted by Richland County, federal and state 
organizations, and non-profit and other local organizations. 

 Completed and Ongoing Recovery Efforts 

In the wake of extreme public safety risks and damages in October 2015, the County has worked in partnership 
with numerous organizations to begin addressing recovery needs throughout the County. These substantial efforts 
have included emergency response, sheltering, setup and management of a recovery operations center, provision 
of essential household goods and supplies, debris management, infrastructure repair, housing assistance, and 
private well disinfection, among many others. 

Dedicated and effective emergency response, including activation of the County Emergency Operations Center 
(EOC), led to an immediate and coordinated effort to address the diversity of needs arising from the severe storm 
ŜǾŜƴǘ ŀƴŘ ŀǎǎƻŎƛŀǘŜŘ ŦƭƻƻŘƛƴƎΦ Lƴ ǊŜǎǇƻƴǎŜ ǘƻ ǘƘƛǎ ǎǘƻǊƳ ŜǾŜƴǘ wƛŎƘƭŀƴŘ /ƻǳƴǘȅΩǎ 9h/ ǿŀǎ Ŧǳƭƭȅ ŀŎǘƛǾŀǘŜŘ ƻƴ 
October 4th and did not formally cease recovery functions until October 19th. During the first week of the storm 
event, the EOC focused on rescue and evacuation efforts, and provision of emergency sheltering services for 
impacted residents. The EOC also provided additional services to the citizens of Richland County including 
provision of food and water, traffic management, debris clearing, and aerial reconnaissance of dams, among 
others. 

The severe storms resulted in flood inundation and damage to businesses and homes, as well as flood and erosion 
damage to infrastructure, natural resources, public facilities, and other structures. By October 9th, the County 
was conducting inspections of damaged infrastructure and utility assets, and beginning preliminary road 
restoration activities to restore mobility and functionality within the County. Following the extensive damage to 
public and private roads and bridges, Richland County Department of Public Works (DPW) recognized the urgency 
of the situation and implemented a strategy to conduct as many repairs as possible. By working extended hours 
and weekends, DPW managed to repair 249 County- maintained roads. The United States National Guard 
subsequently completed repairs on 15 additional roads. 

As emergency response transitioned to short-term recovery, requests for sheltering, food, and water began to 
decline. However, other requests for well testing, road and private infrastructure restorations, and housing 
assistance began to surge. Over the following weeks and months, Richland County continued to maximize all 
available resources to address immediate public health and safety needs of residents while planning for and 
managing the transition from short-term recovery to intermediate and long-term recovery and resilience. Richland 
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County DPW received 260 repair requests for private roads and driveways from residents throughout the County, 
ŀƴŘ ŎƻƳǇƭŜǘŜŘ ŀƭƭ ƻŦ ǘƘŜǎŜ ǊŜǉǳŜǎǘŜŘ ǊŜǇŀƛǊǎ ƛƴ ŀŎŎƻǊŘŀƴŎŜ ǿƛǘƘ ǘƘŜ /ƻǳƴǘȅΩǎ 9ƳŜǊƎŜƴŎȅ tǊƛǾŀǘŜ wƻŀŘ 
Maintenance Ordinance. 

The heavy rain and flood waters also resulted in contamination of hundreds of private wells. During the recovery 
effort, Richland County completed disinfection services at 362 private wells containing Coliform/E. Coli 
contamination. 

Current CDBG-DR Recovery Efforts 

¢ƘŜ /ƻǳƴǘȅΩǎ {ƛƴƎƭŜ CŀƳƛƭȅ IƻǳǎƛƴƎ wŜƘŀōƛƭƛǘŀǘƛƻƴ tǊƻƎǊŀƳ ŀǇǇƭƛŎŀǘƛƻƴ ƳŜǘƘƻŘology included a specified and 
advertised 30-Řŀȅ ƛƴǘŀƪŜ ǇŜǊƛƻŘΥ aŀȅ мрΣ нлмт ǘƻ WǳƴŜ мрΣ нлмтΦ ¢ƘŜ /ƻǳƴǘȅΩǎ Ǝƻŀƭ ǿŀǎ ǘƻ ǎŜŎǳǊŜ слл ǇǊŜ-
applications and the county neared its mark by receiving a total of 575 applications during this intake phase. 
During the eligibility review process 74 applicants have been found to be ineligible to date due to items such as 
location being either the City of Columbia or Lexington County or withdrawn.  In addition, a prioritization was 
completed using qualifiers such as very low income; disabled house member; elderly; life-threatening conditions, 
ŜǘŎΦ ¢Ƙƛǎ ǇǊƻŘǳŎŜŘ ŀ ǊŀƴƪƛƴƎ ǎŎŀƭŜ ƻŦ L!мΩǎ ǘƻ L!тΩǎΦ ¢ƘŜ ƘƛƎƘŜǎǘ ǇǊƛƻǊƛǘƛŜǎ ǿŜǊŜ ŜǎǘŀōƭƛǎƘŜŘ ŦƻǊ м!мΩǎ - м!оΩǎΦ 

As of 8/30/17, the below reflected the single family housing intake status: 
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SECTION 3. RECOVERY PROGRAMS AND PROJECTS 

 

 Recovery Goals 

¢ƘŜ ŎƻƳƳǳƴƛǘȅΩǎ ƻǾŜǊŀǊŎƘƛƴƎ ƘŀȊŀǊŘ ƳƛǘƛƎŀǘƛƻƴ Ǝƻŀƭǎ ǇǊƻǾƛŘŜ ǘƘŜ ŦƻǳƴŘŀǘƛƻƴ ŦƻǊ ƛŘŜƴǘƛŦȅƛƴƎ ŀƴŘ ƛƳǇƭŜƳŜƴǘƛƴƎ 
appropriate recovery programs. The series of goals presented in this Action Plan have been developed to reflect 
community values, existing conditions, identified damages, and vulnerabilities. Richland County established the 
following goals to guide development of the CDBG-DR Action Plan: 

¶ Goal: Address the unique recovery needs and challenges of all residents of Richland County so that no one 
άŦŀƭƭǎ ǘƘǊƻǳƎƘ ǘƘŜ ŎǊŀŎƪǎΦέ 

¶ Goal: Provide safe housing for all residents. 

¶ Goal: Achieve a comprehensive understanding of the root causes of flooding in Richland County. 

¶ Goal: Position the County to better prepare for, respond to, and minimize impacts of future flood events. 

¶ Goal: Ensure continuity of operations and the provision of essential services before, during, and after a 
disaster or hazardous event. 

¶ Goal: Provide tailored solutions that are most appropriate for urban, rural, and all areas of the County. 

¶ Goal: Achieve post-flood economic revitalization and long-term economic health. 

¶ Goal: Address restoration of critical infrastructure. This includes schools but is not limited to schools. 

¶ Goal: Ensure the Action Plan goals are consistent with other adopted planning documents. 

¶ Goal: Provide accountability through financial oversight. 

 Basis for Funding Allocations  

This section describes how the findings of the unmet needs assessment informed development of recovery 
ǇǊƻƎǊŀƳǎ ŀƴŘ ǘƘŜ ŀƭƭƻŎŀǘƛƻƴǎ ƻŦ ŦǳƴŘƛƴƎΦ wƛŎƘƭŀƴŘ /ƻǳƴǘȅΩǎ ƛƴƛǘƛŀƭ ŀƴŀƭȅǎƛǎ ƛƴŘƛŎŀǘŜǎ ǳƴƳŜǘ ƴŜŜŘ ƛƴ ŀƭƭ ǘƘǊŜŜ ŎƻǊŜ 
recovery categories of housing, infrastructure, and economic development. Through this analysis, Richland County 
determined that the largest recovery need is for housing assistance followed by infrastructure and then economic 
development. Richland County will also allocate funding for program administration and planning. 

The need for single family housing rehabilitation was identified as the largest category of unmet needs in the 
County. To reflect these findings, this initial Action Plan allocates the largest portion of funding to assist impacted 
homeowners and renters through single family owner-occupied housing rehabilitation, small rental housing 
rehabilitation, and voluntary buyout. In this initial Action Plan Richland County has not allocated funding for multi-
family housing through its CDBG-DR programs due to the extensive need of single-family homes, which far 
outweighs the available funding. In particular, the prevalence of 1-п ǳƴƛǘ ǎƛƴƎƭŜ ŦŀƳƛƭȅ ƘƻƳŜǎ όтл҈ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ /ƻǳƴǘȅΩǎ 
housing stock), and the fact that 85.9% of damaged homes in the floodplain were single family homes, Richland 
County has determined a need to focus its limited CDBG-DR housing resources towards assistance for these types 
ƻŦ ƘƻƳŜǎΦ Lƴ ŀŘŘƛǘƛƻƴΣ ǘƘŜ /ƻǳƴǘȅΩǎ ǇǊƻǇƻǎŜŘ ƘƻǳǎƛƴƎ ǇǊƻƎǊŀƳǎ ǿŜǊŜ ǇǊƛƻǊƛǘƛȊŜŘ ŦƻǊ ǘƘŜƛǊ ŀōƛƭƛǘȅ ǘƻ ōŜǎǘ ŀŘŘǊŜǎǎ 
ǘƘŜ /ƻǳƴǘȅΩǎ ǇǊŜ-existing affordable housing shortage.  While the County originally included a program to assist 
small residential rental units, once implementation took place it was discovered that there was no longer enough 
interest or need from local rental property owners to effectively continue the program.  Since there was no local 
interest or participation in the program it was decided to eliminate the program and merge the funds into the 
owner-occupied rehabilitation program which still had a substantial number of interested participants on its 
waiting list. 
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While the largest unmet needs identified were for housing assistance, the County recognizes the importance of 
holistic recovery and has also allocated CDBG-DR funding to address the identified needs for public infrastructure 
and facility improvements, as well as assistance for impacted local businesses. Richland County believes that 
focusing recovery efforts too strongly in only one area would neglect the interconnected nature of the community. 
For example, failing to address necessary infrastructure repairs or implement resilience improvements can lead 
to even greater housing and economic damages during future storms. Likewise, failing to address post-disaster 
ŜŎƻƴƻƳƛŎ ǊŜŎƻǾŜǊȅ ƴŜŜŘǎ Ŏŀƴ ƘŀǾŜ ǎƛƎƴƛŦƛŎŀƴǘ ƭŀǎǘƛƴƎ ƛƳǇŀŎǘǎ ƻƴ ǊŜǎƛŘŜƴǘǎΩ ŀōƛƭƛǘȅ to find employment, buy and 
maintain safe homes, and pay for essential goods and services. In addition, an impaired economy can lead to 
substantial tax losses and hinder provision of necessary public services. To help address these needs, Richland 
County has allocated funding to support both public infrastructure projects and business assistance. 

Richland County has also allocated funding for Program Administration and Resiliency Planning which are eligible 
activities as defined by 24 CFR 570.206 and 24CFR 570.205 respectively. Program administration may fund the 
necessary costs of setting up and managing the CDBG-DR recovery programs including, but not limited to, pre-
award program development activities, general program oversight, compliance monitoring, performance tracking, 
management of the Disaster Recovery Grant Reporting system, production of quarterly reports, as well as general 
administration. Funding allocated for Resiliency Planning will be available to fund studies, analyses and additional 
planning efforts that either support the design and implementation of CDBG-DR programs and/or establish 
additional recovery and resilience strategies, plans and initiatives. Resilience planning activities may also include 
reimbursement for otherwise allowable costs of recovery plans and studies that were incurred on or after the 
incident date of the covered disaster. 

Pre-award and Pre -agreement Cost Reimbursement  

The County intends to seek reimbursement for the costs of eligible pre-award and pre-agreement activities. These 
tasks were conducted in anticipation of the award and in preparation for standing up multiple disaster recovery 
programs. These costs will be split appropriately between program administration costs, planning and activity 
delivery costs. Richland County will be seeking reimbursement for the following pre-award and pre-agreement 
activities: 

¶ Intermediate Recovery Plan: $36,000 

¶ CDBG-DR Action Plan Development: : $78,157.90 

¶ Risk Analysis Development: $69,733.00 

¶ CDBG-DR Action Plan Translation services: $10,469.62 

¶ Disaster Recovery Grant Reporting Training: $1,032.27 

¶ CDBG-DR Program Design: $4,000.00 

¶ Environmental Reviews: $3,670.00 

¶ CDBG-DR Program Setup and Administration: $200,000 

CDBG-DR Budget Summary 

Richland County intends to utilize CDBG-DR funding to support multiple recovery programs that will complement 
one another and lead to greater community-wide recovery and future resilience. Table 11 below summarizes the 
proposed allocation of CDBG-DR funding for Richland County to address the unmet needs described in Section 2. 
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Table 12 ɀ CDBG-DR Budget Summary 

Use of Funds Allocation 
Expenditure Schedule 

2017 2018 2019 2020 2021 2022 

Housing 
Activities 

$20,732,300.00  $7,484,435.76 $13,247,864.24    

Single Family 
Housing Rehab 

$18,297,300.00   $5,804,435.76 $12,492,864.24    

HMPG 
Residential 
Buyout Match 

$2,435,000.00  $1,680,000 $755,000    

Public 
Infrastructure 

$3,000,000.00    $125,000.00  $1,500,000 $1,375,000 

HMGP Local 
Match 

$889,375.50     $37,057.31 $444,687.72 $407,630.47 

Public 
Infrastructure 
Resiliency 

$2,110,624.50    $87,942.69 $1,055,312.28 $967,369.53 

Economic 
Development 

$2,000,000.00  $942,279.37 $528,860.31 $528,860.32   

HMPG 
Commercial 
Buyout Match 

$942,279.37  $942,279.37     

Business 
Assistance 

$1,057,720.63   $528,860.31 $528,860.32   

Recovery and 
Resiliency 
Planning 

$3,500,000.00 $764,134.05 $1,397,296.98 $1,338,568.97    

CDBG-DR 
Program 
Administration 

$1,537,700.00 $32,231.70 $270,232.11 $329,960.52 $329,960.52 $329,960.52 $245,354.63 

Total $30,770,000 $796,365.75 $10,094,244.22 $15,445,254.04 $983,820.84 $1,829,960.52 $1,620,354.63 
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Table 13 - Total CDBG-DR Allocation Funding Summary  

APPROVED ACTION PLAN 
PROGRAM 

TOTAL BUDGET 
ALLOCATION 

INITIAL BUDGET 
ALLOCATION 

2ND BUDGET 
ALLOCATION 

 

3RD BUDGET 
ALLOCATION 
(PROPOSED) 

 

TOTAL 
NUMBER OF 
IMPACTED 

PROPERTIES 
Administration (5%) $1,537,700 $1,175,000 $362,700 0  

Planning (15%) $3,500,000 $3,500,000 0 0  

Single Family Owner 
Occupied Program 

$12,862,704  $7,620,750 $3,996,954 $1,245,000 140 

HMGP Match ς 
Homeowner Buyout 
Program 

$2,435,000  $1,680,000 0 
$755,000 

66 

HMGP Match ς 
Commercial Buyout 
Program 

$942,279.37 $942,279.37 0 
0 

15 

Small Rental Repair 
Program 

$0 $2,000,000 0 ($2,000,000) 0 

Mobile Home 
Replacement Units 

$5,434,596.00  $2,540,250 $2,894,346 0 60 

Infrastructure $3,000,000 $3,000,000 0 0 2 

Small Business Assistance 
Program (BAP) 

$1,057,720.63 $1,057,720.63 0 0 14 

Total $30,770,000.00 $23,516,000.00 $7,254,000.00 0 297 

Figure 4 summarizes the CDBG-DR budget by percentage. 

  



Recovery Programs and Projects 

Richland County CDBG-DR Action Plan  37 
August 2016 

Figure 4 ɀ Initial CDBG-DR Budget Summary by Percentage 

 

Figure 5 ɀ Current Total CDBG-DR Budget Summary by Percentage 

 

  












































































































